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SUMMARY OP StlBlECT MATTER 


TO; Members of the Committee on Tiansportation and Infrastructure 

FROM: Committee on Transportation and Infraatnicture Oversight and Investigations Staff 


SUBJECT: Hearing on Compliance with Requirenients of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater 
Contract 


Purpose op Hearing 

The Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure will meet on Wednesday, April 18, 
2007, at 2:00 p.m. to review evidence developed through a staff investigation of the $24 billion 
Deepwater acquisitions program. Tlie staff investi^don examined in depth the contract 
management and decision-making processes within the Coast Guard (CG) and it contractor partner, 
Integrated Coast Guard Systems (ICGS) (comprised of Lockheed Martin Corporation and Northrop 
Gcumman Corporadon). The Committee will hear from representadves from the above-named 
ICGS partners, as well as independent technical expects regaeding the extent to which the 
requirements of the Deepwater contract have not been met - pardcularly on the lengthening of the 
llO-foot patrol boats to 123 feel. 


Background 


It is now well-documented that the 123 program was critically flawed in significant areas of 
initial design, contract execution, construction, and testmg. Independent reviews and Congressional 
hearings have established tliat very rigid adherence to an aggressive schedule, which was commonly 
referred to within the CG as “ruthless execution”, generated bad decisions, design compromises, 
equipage of ships with bdow-standard materials, and rushed deliveries that led to the production 
and acceptance of eight unusable vessels, all of which have been taken out of service. An analysis is 
underway by the CG on how the equipment on these boats might be salvaged and reused on other 
vessels. 



VI 


What has not been previously documented is the extent to which most of the more serious 
flaws were well-known within both the CG and ICGS early in the Deepwater program, and the 
extent to which these issues were raised by key personnel within the program to the highest levels of 
contractor management. The warnings were consistently rejected by senior contractor management, 
and the program continued to progress. Equipment that did not meet contract specifications 
appears to have been knowingly installed, possibly as part of an effort to keep costs down. For 
example, documents uncovered in this investigation revealed that the Command, Control, 
Communication, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance {C4ISR.) contractor did 
not appear to be following its own guidelines for installation of these systems and did not appear to 
be following approved TEMPEST certification standards' as set forth by the National Security 
Agency (NSA) for transmission of classified information. It is cleat that all eight 123s were initially 
delivered witliout being TEMPEST certified. 

In addition, die CG was warned of the design flaws by the U.S. Navy long before the design 
that guided extension of the 110-foot patrol boat to 123 feet was finalized. Offers by the Navy to 
assist in the evaluation of the initial conversion design or in the investigation and resolution of 
cracks that occurred in the ships after they were converted were not accepted by the CG. 

There is also a disturbing suggestion of contractor cover-ups — and evidence that installation 
flaws were accepted by the CG and that the ships were "self-certified” by the CG. In any event, 
vessels were delivered that did not meet the performance specifications stipulated in die Deepwater 
contract. Further, it appears that these ships operated for some period of time without being 
properly TEMPEST cerdfied and that national security could have been compromised as a result. 
'Die blame lies both witliin the CG and the ICGS contractor consotdum. However, that point is 
now moot regarding the 123s as these ships are to be stripped of items that can be re-used and then 
scrapped because of their extensive hull flaws. 

The DHS Inspector General rccendy released a report (DHS OIG-07-27) of an investigation 
of some of these allegadons raised by a "wliisdeblowet", but that investigation did not dig deeply 
enough to fully expose the sei'erity of the problems raised by the whistleblower. The design 
compromises that occurred on the 1233 raise questions as to whether a better process will be 
followed in future projects, such as on the first National Security Cutter (NSQ (the Stnhotfj and 
potentially other NSCs now under consttuedon at the Ingalls Shipyard. 

Overview of Deepivatet 

The Deepwater program is a series of procurements intended to be create a “system of 
systems” — meaning a suite of assets that ate fully integrated and feature inter-compadble 
command/ control/ communication systems called C4ISR. The program, which is cunendy 
expected to cost $24 billion and to requite 25 years to complete, encompasses 91 cutters, 124 small 
surface craft, and 244 new or converted aircraft, including both helicopters and fixed-wing airplanes. 


* TEMPEST certification refers to approved methods set forth by the NSA to assure that communications 
systems dealing with classified national securit}' information do not leak eleettonic emanations that can be 
picked up ovet the airwaves through various eavesdropping methods and then deciphered. Without a proper 
TEMPEST cerrificadon, communications systems ate not allowed to be linked to secure communications 
systems because they may compromise national security. 
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The Deepwater program began its initial planning stages in the 1990s. On June 25, 2002, the 
Coast Guard awarded the Deepwater program to a consortium comprised of Lockheed Martin and 
Northrop Grumman and now identified as the Integrated Coast Guard Systems (ICGS). This team 
is serving as the lead systems integrator - meaning that its role is to oversee the acquisition of all 
planned systems and to ensure that they arc integrated in die “system of systems” to support the 
Coast Guard’s missions. The ICGS team has broad powers to determine the best way of acquiring 
assets required for the Deepwater program, including making decisions about whether ICGS itself 
will build assets using the members of their own teams or whether it will openly compete 
acquisitions. 

The contract awarded in 2002 was an indefinite delivery, indefinite quantity contract with a 
five-year baseline ending in 2007. The contract included five potential additional award terms of up 
to five years each (in other words, the contract could be extended for as long as 25 years). On May 
1 9, 2006, the Coast Guard announced that it planned to award a 43-month contract extension to the 
consortium, which extended the contract thiough January 201 1. 

Impottandy, the original plan foe Deepwater was submitted prior to 9/1 1 /2001 and was 
expected to cost S17 billion. After 9/11, tile Coast Guard’s mission was revised to encompass 
significant new homeland security functions and its asset needs were re-anaiyzed - yielding a new 
plan for Deepwater (submitted to Congress on Match 25, 2005) that increased its costs to the 
current $24 billion and increased its procurement period from 20 years to the current 25 years. 

Cutter Acquisitions Under Deepwater 

A brief overview of the main cutter acquisitions to be completed under Deepwater is 
provided below; 

S’ National Security Cuttei (NSC): At mote than 400 feet, the NSC is the largest ship to be 
acquired through Deepwater. A total of eight cuttets ate to be produced. The first two 
keels have been laid - and the Coast Guard reports that NSC 1, the itrtholf, successfiiUy 
powered its consoles on March 1, 2007. The NSC is a significant part of the total 
Deepwater acquisition - and is expected to cost as much as 12 percent of the enlite 
Deepwater budget. 

^ Fast Response Cutter (FRC): The FRC will be the smallest of the three cutters proposed 
for acquisition under Deepwater, but the final Icngtii has not been determined (it is likely to 
be between 120 and 160 feet). The development of this cutter has been troubled by failures 
of the initial design effort - which was expected to involve tire use of a composite hull. As a 
result of these design problems, the Coast Guard has split the FRC into two series (A and B) 
and has announced that the B series will be acquired first, will be competitively bid by the 
Coast Guard (not using the ICGS team), and will rely on an off-the-shelf design. A total of 
58 FRCs are expected to be built, 

^ Offshore Patrol Cutter (OPC); Work on the design of the OPC will not begin until fiscal 
yeat 2009. At the present time, the OPC is expected to be 360 feet long and 25 total OPCs 
are expected to be acquired. 

Legacy Cutter Upgrades: In addition to the new cutter acquisitions planned under 
Deepwater, a number of cutters already in seivice - called "Icgac)' cutters” - are planned to be 
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rehabilitated as part of Deepwater to extend their service lives. Among these was a group of 49 110- 
foot patrol boats which were to be lengthened to 123 feet and then retained in service until replaced 
by the 58 new FRCs. 

In the early years of the Deepwater contract, a total of eight 1 10-foot patrol boats were 
lengthened to 1 23 feet and placed back into active service. Soon after re-entering service, the 
lengthened hulls began to experience cracks and were placed on restricted duty. As the cracks grew 
larger, the boats were deemed to present a safety hazard and were removed from service. The 
removal of the eight failed, 123-foot patrol boats &:om service has left a service-hour gap in the 
Florida/ Caribbean service area. 

123 Hull Cracks; There is documented evidence that the effort to lengthen the 110-foot 
patrol boats was ill-advised from an engineering standpoint. The Navy’s Combatant Craft 
Department (CCD) advised the lead technical Coast Guard naval architect on the Deepwater project 
in August and September 2002 that there were problems with the proposed design for the 
lengthened 123-foot patrol boat. This was long before the design was finalized. These warnings 
were based on issues that the Navy identifted in lengthening a 170-foot cutter (which was a sister 
ship series to the 1 10-foot cutter utilized by the Coast Guard) to 179 feet. Tlie Navy overcame 
these problems by significantly strengthening the hull girder sections, but thia was a cosdy 
modification. The Navy advised the CG to add the same strengtliening measures to any 1 lO-fbot 
vessels lengtltened to 123 feet — especially in light of the fact that the Navy extension represented 
only 5 percent of the overall vessel length, while the CG extension was 12 percent of hull length. 

The Navy believed the extra length on the 1 10-foot cutter would subject the CG design to fat 
greater stresses than on the Navy boat These Navy warnings went unheeded by die CG or the 
contractors. Further, after the first lengthened 123-foot patrol boat — the Matagorda — failed, the 
Coast Guard attempted design modifications (using thicker hull pladn^ but was again warned by 
Navy CCD that this soludon would be insufficient to produce seaworthy ships unless die hull girder 
sections were significantly strengthened. As warned by the Navy, the thicker hull plating solution 
attempted by the CG also failed. All eight 123-fbot ships ate planned for salvage. 

C4ISR; In addition to procurements of cutters (and planes), a central part of the Deepwater 
program involves the implementation of major upgrades and improvements to the Coast Guard’s 
command, control, communications, computers, intelUgence, surveillance, and reconnaissance 
systems, known as C41SR. Deepwater is expected to produce C4ISR systems are fiilly compatible 
across all assets. Such an interoperable system is expected to improve die ability of the Coast Guard 
to share and mtegrate information from all sources about tlie maritime domain, creating an 
operating picture of the domain that will now be common to all assets. For this reason, the 
enhanced C4ISR capabilities ate expected to improve the ability of the Coast Guard to mobilize and 
control assets directed to respond to specific threats. 

Problems with the Deepwater Contract 

A number of different reports have been issued by a variety of sources detailing the 
problems widi the Deepwater contract. A brief overview of these reports and their findings is 
presented below. 

DHS IG Report on Information Technology Systems in Deepwater: The Department 
of Homeland Security Inspector General’s Office (DHS IG) issued a report in August 2006 entided 
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“Improvements Needed in the U.S. Coast Guard's Acquisiuon and Implementadon of Deepwater 
Information Technology Systems”, In part, this report examined tests that were performed on the 
C4ISR system (which is a combinadon of hardware and software) to assess its funcdonality. Under 
federal regulations, agencies must prove that new IT systems function properly in a "production- 
like” test environment and that they contain needed safeguards. The report indicates that there were 
problems with the simulator equipment used at the Lockheed Martin facility to test the C4ISR 
systems and to identify vulnerabilities in the system. Specifically, the report found that the simulator 
had “difficulty calculating how C4ISR systems work in real situations on cutters or at shore sites; the 
simulators thetefore may produce inaccurate results." DHS IG also found the following; . 
because the contractor has not compared simulator performance to that of teal C4ISR systems, 
discrepancies may result when the C4ISR systems ate deployed to new assets or shore sites.” 
Importantly, DHS IG found that the simulator system being used to test the functionality of the 
C4ISR was not itself certified or accredited. The Coast Guard recognized the value of certifying and 
accrediting the simulators — but die contractor has refused to obtain the certification and 
accreditation, asserting that it would cost too much to obtain. 

The DHS IG report also discussed problems found with the actual functionality of the 
C4ISR systems. DHS IG states that a version of the C4ISR on die 123s received authorization to 
operate while the contractor worked to address vulnerabilities identified with it (this impEes interim 
authorization to operate). In April 2006, the Coast Guard’s SIPRNET Management Office 
informed the managers of Deepwater that if die vulnerabilities with the C4ISR system on the 123s 
were not resolved in 45 days, the system would be denied authorization to access SIPRNET (the 
government's classified internet system). After the Coast Guard provided information on best 
practices in software development, the vulnerabilities were apparently resolved by May 2006. 

Finally, this report found that although Coast Guard officials were involved in high-level 
Deepwater IT requirements definitions processes; they had limited influence over contractor 
decisions made to meet these requirements under the Deepwater contract. 

DHS IG Report on the NSC: The DHS IG issued a report on the NSC entided 
“Acquisition of the National Security Cutter” dated January 2007. In tiiis report, the DHS IG 
indicated that the Deepwater contract requires that the NSC be built to be underway at least 230 
days per year for 30 years; the Coast Guard disagrees with the DHS IG’s claims and argues that the 
Deepwater contract requites that the ship be built to be undenvay only for 185 days. The DHS IG 
report further claims that weaknesses in the first two NSC hulls will lead the hulls to crack — and 
argues that the failures in the design of the NSC ate due to the Coast Guard’s failure to properly 
oversee the NSC contract. Presently, the Coast Guard is working to determine how to strengthen 
these hulls so that NSC 1 and NSC 2 can achieve what it claims is the required number of days 
underway each year (185 days). Negotiations arc on-going regarding tlic specific repairs that must 
be made to the hulls, the cost of these repairs, and how and when the repairs will be completed and 
by whom. 

Defense Acquisition University Report on the Deepwater Program; The Defense 
Acquisition University (DAD) issued a report dated February 2007 studying die problems that have 
occurred in die Deepwater contract. This report finds tliat a need to quickly recapitalize the Coast 
Guard witli a broad portfolio of new and complex assets led the Coast Guard to use the “system of 
systems” suategy. 
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However, this is a complicated strategy to implement and the DAU finds that the Coast 
Guard’s implementation of the strategy has been challenged by the following factors; 

Tlie scope and complexity of design changes that were necessary to respond to the threats 
presented by the events of 9/1 1 and that were added after many key engineering milestones 
had already been crossed; 

Funding provided at levels below those negotiated in the ICGS contract; 

Use of a contract structure inappropriate to the changing missions and requirements of the 
program and to the major systems integration tasks that were required; 

> Industry emphasis on work sharing among joint venture patmets that minimized the use of 
other U.S. industry and existing Coast Guard infrastructure; 

Insufficient numbers of Coast Guard acquisition personnel and insufficient experience in 
major systems acquisition; and 

Lack of a management model and processes sufficient for the management and oversight of 
the major systems acquisitions to be made under Deepwater. 

The DAU report indicates that these factors Areaten to prevent the Coast Guard from 
being able to complete all of the acquisitions planned under Deepwater within die planned $24 
billion budget and suggests that changes in acquisitions requirements or adjustments to the budget 
may be needed. The DAU study also recommends specific changes in the Coast Guard’s acquisition 
strategy and the structure and management of the Deepwater contract. 

DHS IG Report on the 123-Foot Patrol Boats; Following the receipt of a whistleblower 
complaint on its Hotline, the DHS IG launched an invesfigation to determine whether the 123-foot 
patrol boat and the smaller, 24.6-foot Prosecutor crafts designed to be launched from the 123-foot 
cutter and other larger cutteis contained safety and secutiq' vulnetabilides due to the failure of 
contractors to meet the requirements of the Deepwater contract. The specific complaints 
investigated by the DHS IG are detailed below. 

> Non Low-Smoke Cabling: The whisdeblower alleged that the 123-foot cutters had been 
outfitted with non low-smoke cabling - in direct contraventiou of the requirements of the 
Deepwater contract. In the event of an on-board fire, the use of non-low smoke cabling 
could have exposed the crew to excessive toxic smoke. The DHS IG confirmed that the 
whistleblower’s accusations were correct. Indeed, non low-smoke cabling had been used - 
in contravention of contractual requirements. Further, the DHS IG found that the Coast 
Guard had accepted the delivery of the 123-foot patrol boats with the non low-smoke 
cabling without documenting the potential hazatds that this cabling posed to crew members 
in the event of an on-board fire. 

5> Topside Equipment: The whisdeblower allied that the ICGS team installed “topside” 
(meaning on the top/outside of the ship) equipment for the C4ISR on the 123-foot patrol 
boat and on the Prosecutor diat did not meet Deepwater contract specifications and that 
may not have been operational in all weathet condidons that the 123 and the prosecutor was 
expected to face. The DHS IG confirmed that 30 items on each 123 and 12 on the 
Prosecutors do not meet the contractual requirements on em'ironmental survivability. The 
DHS IG report futthet states that the contractor knowingly, and in violation of tlie contract, 
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indicated on the self-ceitiiication documents that tequitements fot the boats to survive and 
operate in extreme weather ate “not really beneficial”. 

TEMPEST Test Problems: The whisdeblowet alleged that the ICGS team installed 
cabling in the C4ISR hardware system that could pose a TEMPEST hazard - meaning that it 
could “leak" classified information. The DHS IG found that the cabling used in the 123- 
foot cutter (called aluminum/ mylar shielded cable) met the minimum contract specifications 
but was not as durable as cabling that is braided, metallic, and shielded. The DHS IG report 
states that while braided, shielded cables ate the best option under TEMPEST certification 
requirements, the contractor was not bound to use them and that the aluminum/mylar 
cables they did use passed instrumented TEMPEST testing, as claimed by the CG. However, 
the Committee’s investigation has found that the C4ISR configuration failed the visual 
TEMPEST tests — which are less rigorous than the instrumented tests - which calls into 
question how the equipment could have passed an instrumented TEMPEST test Coast 
Guard records indicate that an instrumented TEMPEST test was performed on the first 123, 
MATAGORDA, in February 2004, and this test noted deficiencies. According to the Coast 
Guard, another instrumented TEMPEST test was not performed on a 1 23 until the USGC 
PADRE was sent for a test in July 2006. Visual TEMPEST discrepancies remained in the 
1 23s; a class waiver was granted for some of diese problems in July 2005 and individual 
waivers were granted fot deficiencies on each of the 1235 during 2005 and 2006. Numerous 
problems plagued the ability of the C4ISR systems to handle classified information - and it 
appears that Authority to Operate (ATO) these systems may have been granted before all of 
the problems were resolved. Thus, according to Coast Guard records, MATAGORDA 
received ATO for its system in January 2005, although in an evaluation assessment of the 
entire C4ISR system conducted in March-April 2005 by the Navy, the C4ISR system is sdll 
identified as "high risk.” An independent lEMPEST testing expert (retained by the 
Committee) has extensively reviewed all C4ISR/TEMPEST testing records supplied by the 
CG and has confirmed that sevetal of the deficiencies that were granted waivers should have 
been repaired rather than waivered. 

S’ 360-Degtee Topside Cameras: The whistleblower alleged that the video surveillance 

system installed on the 1 23 cutter does not provide a 360-degrce field of view. The DHS IG 
report confirms that the video sun'eillance systems provide less than 360-degree coverage, 
but concludes that such coverage is not stipulated in the contract. However, although the 
contract is ambiguous, this appears to be incorrect. Northrop Gtumman’s contract specifies 
2 cameras were to be mast-mounted, remotely contioUable, and with pan-tilt and zoom 
functions. Other Coast Guard vessels had camera systems that provide 360-degiee 
coverage, which makes it difficult to conclude that the requirement would be different for 
the 123s. 

^ Importandy, Lockheed Martin submitted a waiver request to allow for less than 360 
degree coverage, and die CG accepted it. The DHS IG report states that it is 
dismrbing that Lockheed Mattin would knowingly install a system with blind spots 
and that the Coast Guard would accept it. 

> The DHS IG report also menuons that invesdgatots are concerned that the vague 
specifications of die Deepwater contract could lead to the installation of camera 
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surveillance systems on other assets - including the NSCs - that do not provided 
360-degree coverage. 

^ The DHS IG report further states that the CG should clarify the contract 
requirement for future CG vessels. It is a serious concern that a shipboard 
surveillance system would contain gaps in coverage. 

Beyond the individual facts of each accusation made by the whistleblower and examined by 
the DHS IG, the whistleblower appears to have raised the instances of non-compliance with the 
Deepwater contract's requirements on the 123-foot patrol boat to the ICGS team. It further 
appears that the senior management of ICGS partner, Lockheed Matdn. may have chosen to ignore 
these warnings. 

While the 1 23-foot patrol boats ate no longer in service (due to cracks in the huUs), the 
number and type of contract violations alleged to have occurred in the equipment installed on the 
1 23-foot cutters is deeply troubling. This heating will also examine whether some or all of systems 
on the 123s may have been installed on the NSC. 


Previous Committer Action 

Tlte Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation has held two hearings on 
the Deepwater acquisition during the 110''' Congress. The Erst heating was held on January 30, 
2007, and considered the entire Deepwater contract, witli a focus on problems involving the NSC. 
A second hearing was held on March 8, 2007, on the Coast Guard's fiscal year 2008 budget; tliat 
heating received testimony on Deepwater from both the DHS IG and the Government 
Accountabilitj' Office. 
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C4ISR Overview 

A central part of the Deepwater program involves the implementation of major upgrades to the 
Coast Guard’s command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance systems, known as C41SR, 

Lockheed Martin bears primary responsibility for developing the new C4ISR system, which will be 
installed on all Coast Guard cutters, helicopters, airplanes, and shore facilities. By ensuring that the 
C4ISR systems are fully compatible across all assets, the Deepwater program is intended to improve 
the ability of the Coast Guard to share and integrate information from all sources about the 
maritime domain, creating an operating picture of the domain that will now be common to all assets 
(in other words, if a plane or ship is tracking a go-fast — other ships, planes, and shore stations can 
now see the same go-fast on their common C4ISR system). For this reason, the enhanced C4ISR 
capabilities is expected to improve the ability of the Coast Guard to mobilize and control assets 
directed to respond to specific threats. 

Increments of C4ISR Upgrades 

The C4ISR upgrades were planned to be implemented in four increments, as described below: 

• Increment One: To be implemented from 2002 to 2005, increment one involved the 
upgradmg of satellite voice and data communications capabilities and command and control 
systems — and the addition of law enforcement radios to surface and shore assets. 

• Increment Two: To be implemented from 2004 to 2007, increment two involves the 
addition of C4ISR equipment, radios, and radar to multi-mission cutter helicopters, the 
unveiling of the first maritime patrol aircraft, and the addition of command and control 
systems to ice patrol shore assets. 

• Increment Three: To be implemented beginning in 2007; increment three involves the 
implementation of additional command and control systems and planning for a hardware 
technology refresh. 

• Increment Four: To be implemented from 2009 to 201 2, increment four will include 
strategic and operational planning for Coast Guard command and control systems, high 
frequency surface wave radar integration, mission support, and data query capabilities. 

Hardware and Software 

C4ISR involves both hardware and software. Importantly, each has different certification processes 
- and each process is important to ensure the security of communications received by and made 
from C4ISR equipment. 

Hardware receives certification through the TCMPEST process. TEMPEST is the official 
acronym for “Telecommunications Electronics Material Protected From Emanating Spurious 
Transmissions” and includes technical security countermeasures, standards, and instrumentation that 
prevent (or minimize) the exploitation of security vulnerabilities by technical means. TEMPEST is 
nothing more then a fancy name for protecting against technical surveillance or eavesdropping of 
UNMODIFIED equipment. TEMPEST and its associated disciplines involve designing circuits to 
minimize the amount of “compromising emanations” and applying appropriate shielding. 
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grounding, and bonding. These disciplines also include methods of radiation screening, alarms, 
isolation circuits and devices, and similar areas of equipment engineering. 

Accreditation and Certification of the Entire C4I$R System: Aside from TEMPEST testing of 
the C4ISR hardware, the totality of the C4ISR system hardware and software working together) is 
put through a number of function tests to ensure that the system can operate properly. The system 
as a whole must be certified and accredited; as part of the certification and accreditation process, the 
reviewer must ensure that there are no vulnerabilities in system functionality as a whole. Three types 
of accreditation decisions can be made at the end of the testing process: authori 2 ation to operate, 
interim authorization to operate, denial of authorization to operate. Under Deepwater, ICGS is 
required to build systems that achieve authorization to operate. 

Problems with the Deepwater C4ISR System 

Problems with the C4ISR installed on Coast Guard assets are detailed in three reports: 

• A report issued by the Navy’s COMOPTEVFOR on its evaluation of the 123-foot patrol 
boats called ‘T23-Foot Patrol Boat Upgrade Operational Assessment Analysis (OAA);” 

• A report issued by the Department of Homeland Security Office of Inspector General (DHS 
OIG) dated August 2006 entided “Improvements Needed in the U.S. Coast Guard’s 
Acquisition and Implementation of Deepwater Information Technology Systems;” and 

• A report issued by the DHS OIG dated the “1 10’/123’ Maritime Patrol Boat Modernization 
Project.” 

The findings of these reports are discussed below by issue. Importandy, according to the DHS 
OIG, the C4ISR “on the 123-foot patrol boats constitutes the baseline for the core C4ISR system 
currendy being deployed at Coast Guard shore facilities.” DHS OIG further states, “This core 
C4ISR system, in turn, constitutes part of a larger C4ISR system, which wiO be installed on other 
Deepwater assets, such as the NSC.” For these reasons — and because it has been studied so 
extensively - the C4ISR systems on the 123s constitute a central point of consideration. 

Histoiy of TEMPEST certification ofC4ISR on the 123s: 

• ICGS Guidebook on TEMPEST: The ICGS team developed a guidebook in February 
2003 explaining the requirements that had to be met to ensure the C4ISR on the 123s would 
pass the TEMPEST testing. Michael DeKort indicates that this book was not followed in its 
entirety. Wiring flaws were extensive — and Lockheed refused to correct them when they 
were discovered because it would have been a cost to Locklieed. 

• MATAGORDA (the first 123) was TEMPEST Tested: The USCG MATAGORDA was 
sent for a VISUAL TEMPEST test and an INSTRUMENTED TEMPEST test in February 
2004. The visual test was performed by the Coast Guard. The instrumented test was 
performed by the Navy’s SPAWAR unit. Both tests produced a list of discrepancies. The 
visual discrepancies were turned over by the Coast Guard in the first set of documents 
delivered to the Committee. The results of the instrumented test ate classified. 
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• Coast Guard Accepted Delivery of all the 123s before they Achieved TEMPEST 
Certification: For example, the Coast Guard accepted delivery of the MATAGORDA on 
Match 1, 2004. The DD-250 provides a special attachment instructing the contractor to 
complete a series of steps to resolve both visual and instrumented TEMPEST discrepancies. 
These steps were to be completed by June 24, 2004. The steps involved “support of a 
SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST survey to validate corrections.” The DD-250 indicated 
that this survey could be performed on any ship in the 123 class - and that if the survey did 
not yield discrepancies, the MATAGORDA would not need to be retested if the corrections 
had been installed in MATAGORDA and its configuration was the same as the 123 that 
received the survey. Importantly, it is unclear why the Coast Guard accepted delivery of the 
ships without them having achieved TEMPEST certification. Further, there is no evidence 
that the instrumented corrections either on MATAGORDA or in the 123 class were 
validated by a SPAWAR instrumented survey until July 2006, mote than two years after the 
MATAGORDA was tested and long after the ships had received Authority to Operate 
(ATO). It is disturbing to note that these ships were likely handling classified data without 
ever being properly TEMPEST certified. 

• 123 Sent to Navy for Evaluation; The Coast Guard sent at least one 123 (Matagorda) to the 
Navy unit that examines new ships called Operational Test and Evaluation Force 
(OP'l'EVFOR) in Norfolk, Virginia, as part of an examination process being conducted by 
OPTEVFOR on the 123s. The 123s were to be assessed on a number of criteria. One of 
the criteria was connectivity. The report written, signed by the Commanding Officer 
(COMOPTEVFOR) of OPTEVFOR, entitled “123-Foot Patrol Boat Upgrade Operational 
Assessment Analysis” and dated 29 September 2004 notes that the 123s s^ do not have 
TEMPEST certification. The Navy reports; “Accordingly, the majority of the new C4ISR 
upgrades, including hardware and software, were not able to be completely assessed.” 

• In the section of its report dealing specifically with connectivity, OPTEVOR reports 

the following findings; 

• The 123’ WPB did not have the capability to exchange COP [common 
operational picture] information with the IDS [Integrated Deepwater System). 

(In English, this means that it cannot function as an integrated part of what is 
supposed to be the single, holistic Deepwater C4ISR program.) 

• The 123’ WPB did not demonstrate the capabilities to support effective data 
exchange or to preclude mutual interference in support of mission 
accomplishment. 

• The 123’ WPB C4ISR suite did not demonstrate effective interior 
communications integration and control. 

• The 123’ WPB architecture did not demonstrate the capability to support over- 
the-horizon capabilities. 

• The 1 j\Ns Pocal area networks] were adequate to accommodate the information 
currendy being managed on the 123’ WPB. Not all designed functionality was 
installed to completely validate the capability of the individual LANs to 
accommodate all requirements. 

• The 123’ WPB has not passed TEMPEST/COMSEC requirements validating 
that it is secure to unauthorized access. 


3 



XVlll 


• The ladio communication system did not demonstrate the capability to support 
US Coast Guard, US Navy, and other agency doctrinal nets and mission 
requirements. 

• The 123’ WPB did not demonstrate enhanced communications architecture of 
increased connectivity. 

• The 123’ WPB did not demonstrate the capability to provide adequate command 
and control facilides for embarked teams. 

• There ate other similar findings spread throughout the report (such as “The 123’ 
WPB did not demonstrated the capability to defend informadon and informadon 
systems. The 123’ WPB did not demonstrate protection, detection, and reaction 
capabilities”) in sections that do not deal explicitly or exclusively with evaluation 
of the connectivity criterion. 

* It is completely unclear why the Coast Guard sent the ships to the Navy for 

evaluation when it was cleat that they could not be evaluated on connectivity - or on 
a variety of other criteria (such as availability, maintainability, reliability - which ate 
criteria that measure whether the ship can be underway for the required 2,500 hours 
per year and still be maintainable). As an aside, the evaluation of availabdity, 
maintainability, and reliability is very important - because we know that the ships 
cracked shortly after entering service (and can therefore be presumed to be 
unreliable, unavailable, and “un-maintainable”). Regarding this evaluation, 
COMOPTEVFOR wrote; “Reliability is assessed red [meaning high risk] due to the 
lack of quantifiable data which should be available for collection and the unanimous 
concerns expressed during formal interviews with crew and cutter support activities.” 
Similar concerns were identified about maintainability. Navy writes; “Maintainability 
is assessed Yellow [risk - but not the red risk] due to the lack of quantifiable data 
available for collection and the unanimous concerns expressed during the formal 
interview with crew and cutter support activities.” Shortfalls in specific maintenance 
preparations are also cited. 

■ The COMOPTEVFOR report describes ships highly deficient in many ways (in fact, 
the picture is so bad that it would hardly be believable that the world’s largest 
defense contractor could fail so badly were it not diat the report comes from a highly 
reputable source). Many litde things that seem completely incomparable are cited. 
For example, “Labels throughout the cutter were incorrect and not photo 
luminescent.” Larger problems are cited also. “The 123’ WPB modifications do not 
interface with pre-existing cutter structure and systems without adverse effect.” 
Another troubling finding; “The 123’ WPB was more susceptible and vulnerable to 
personnel injury and equipment damage as a result of the modification.” Cited 
problems are extensive and highly troubling. 

■ Did the Coast Guard not realize how bad the ships were (which would imply that the 
Coast Guard oversight was highly deficient)? Did the Coast Guard know that the 
ships were so bad — which would imply that the Coast Guard was trying to 
document the problems — except that it was not in anyone’s interest to have these 
problems recorded, and it is unclear that the Coast Guard took (or was prepared to 
take or afford. . .) corrective action after receiving the report. 

• Extent of Navy Access to the 123 is Uncleat: The DHS OIG reports in its August 2006 
report that altliough OPTEVFOR was to play a significant role in completing C41SR testing 
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its participation in the testing was limited. Though OPTEVFOR should have participated m 
the early stages of the development of C4ISR to help identify faxJts, the contractor provided 
Navy with access to the C4ISR systems only after they were installed on the completed 123- 
foot patrol boat. It is unclear why this occurred. DHS OIG does not discuss the 
significance of this occurrence. 

• What Happened Next: The Coast Guard reports that the Matagorda received its 
INTERIM Authority to Operate (lATO) on October 14, 2004. Under lATO, a system may 
be loaded with classified data but cannot transmit the data because it is not certified to be 
protected against leaking classified secrets through those transmissions. According to the 
Coast Guard, the Matagorda received another visual TEMPEST inspection on December 
19, 2004. According to documents provided by the Coast Guard, Matagorda received its 
ATO on January 19, 2005. The 123s received a class waiver for visual TEMPEST 
discrepancies on July 12, 2005. The Matagorda then went for another TEMPEST visual 
inspection on October 28, 2005. This inspection yielded an update of remaining 
deficiencies, many of which had been waivered. The TEMPEST expert (Mr. Atkinson) 
indicates that several of the items for which waivers were issued were serious in nature and 
should have been couected rather than issued waivers. Mr. Atkinson further notes that the 
October 28, 2005, VISUAL Tempest inspection Memo cites several different references for 
the standards that are being applied in the decisions to waiver or accept certain issues as 
“acceptable risks.” It is also unclear why Matagorda was given its ATO before (1) the 123 
class waiver was issued and (2) it went for the October 2005 visual TEMPEST review. In 
fact, it is also unclear why Matagorda went for the TEMPEST review in October 2005. 

• Navy Conducts An Update on the OAA: From March 1 1 through April 5, 2005, the Navy 
conducted an update on its original OAA. According to an email provided by the Navy this 
week in response to questions about the second OAA, they Navy found the following; 

■ “The Navy’s SPAWARSYSCOM evaluates whether Naval/Coast Guard systems 
meet the minimum requirements to connect to DOD classified networks. The 
USCG designated authority then uses that information in determining whether to 
issue an Interim Authority to Operate (lATO). An lATO is granted when 
sufficient measures have been taken to prevent unauthorized access to a C4 
system. This is based on the cumulative result of physical equipment 
installations, required inspections (e.g., TEMPEST, Communications Security 
(COMSEC), etc.). At the time of the update, several positive events were noted. 
TEMPEST discrepancies (bonding and cabling) and COMSEC discrepancies 
(classified space physical access) were corrected in USCG MATAGORDA. In 
addition, the requisite software had been loaded. However, there were 
unresolved installation discrepancies which precluded a SPAWARSYSCOM 
recommendation for USCG (CG-62) to release an lATO. Without the lATO, 
cutters were not authorized to transmit and receive classified information, 
significandy limiting their participation in USCG tactical operations.” 

The Navy also noted the following in their email: 
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■ “The comments made in paragraph 1.10 pertain to the Connectivity Critical 
Operational issue (COI) (the ability to send data to/ from the cutter). The 
cutter’s ability to obtain satisfactory TEMPEST inspection reports and 
COMSEC certification was a significant milestone. A satisfactory TEMPEST 
report is granted by an accredited TEMPEST inspector when sufficient physical 
measures (equipment positioning and protection) ate taken to prevent 
unauthorized electronic emanations. 

The corrections made in MATAGORDA were reported as installed in follow-on 
cutters (PADRE and METOMPKIN) via USCG message traffic and email, 
leading COMOPTEVFOR to observe that the remaining cutters should be 
capable of meeting the standards. In spite of this progress, physical connectivity 
was still assessed as high risk, based upon the inability to establish and maintain 
classified two-way data exchanges with other USCG and Naval vessels.” 

Based on this email, it appears that the Navy SPAWARSYSCOM did not believe in 
March/April 2005 that the MATAGORDA should have an lATO. Further, the C4ISR 
system’s physical connectivity is sriU designated at this time (Match - April 2005) as “high 
risk.” 

• DHS OIG Examines the Hardware on the 123s In Response to the Complaints 
Lodged on the DHS OIG Hotline by a Whistleblower: In response to a whisdeblower’s 
complaints, the DHS OIG examined the C41SR hardware on the 123s. The DHS OIG 
report finds that the contractor used aluminum/ mylar shielded cable as part of the cutter 
upgrade. According to DHS OIG, this cabling met the Deepwater contract requirements, 
but does not have the mechanical durability of braided, metallic, shielded cables. Further, 
the aluminum/mylai shielded cabling is not as good as braided, metallic, shielded cabling for 
applications that ate required to meet TEMPEST testing. 

• The DHS OIG reports that the Coast Guard noted during visual inspect of the 123s that the 
cabling on the 123s (aluminum/mylar cabling) “might pose a TEMPEST hazard.” DHS 
OIG further reports “However, the Coast Guard elected to accept the risk associated with 
this type of shielded cable.” 

• Importantly, the author of the DHS OIG report on the 123s claims not to have had 
access to the Navy’s “bad news beats” reports - indicating that he arrived at his 
conclusions independent of any influence from the Navy’s findings. 

• PADRE Sent for a SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST Test: The USCG PADRE (123- 
3) was sent for a SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST test from 15-19 July 2006. In a letter 
to Chairman Cummings (dated April 13, 2007), Admiral Allen writes that “The second test 
conducted on PADRE was an anomaly in the normal TEMPEST testing process.” 

In his lettet. Admiral Allen also wrote, “Normal procedures are to conduct an mstrumented 
test on the first vessel in a class, with visual inspections conducted on subsequent vessels to 
ensure compliance with the approved configuration.” In some cases (MONHEGAN [123- 
7], METOMPKIN [123-2], ATTU [123-4], MANITOU (123-8]), according to the entirety of 
the set of records provided by the Coast Guard, some ships appear to have had Visual 
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TEMPEST inspections after they received ATO — and no evidence of a VISUAL inspection 
is provided prior to the date cited by the Coast Guard when ATO was granted. 

DHS OIG Reports on Problems with Deepwater C4ISR Systems: 

In the report dated August 2006, the DHS OIG examined the development of the C4ISR system to 
date. The report calls attention to specific difficulties that the Coast Guard has had obtaining 
certification and accreditation of the functioning C4ISR system as a whole (hardware and software 
together). 

• Under federal regulations, agencies must prove that new IT systems function properly in a 
“production-like” test environment and that they contain needed safeguards. 

• The DHS OIG reports that the Deepwater program had a system for testing the 
functionality of C4ISR systems — but that it could ‘Tie improved.” The system entails four 
testing methods: 

■ Analysis, to determine if the system meets performance requirerhents; 

■ Inspection, to verify the system has been assembled correcdy; 

• Demonstration, to ensure that the system is working correctly; and 

■ Final testing, to verify functionality with real-life data. 

• According to DHS OIG, the contractor did not have to use all four testing methods on each 
system; the contractor had the authority to determine which combination of tests would be 
used. Testing was conducted at the Lockheed facility at Moorestown, New Jersey. It is 
unclear why the contractor would have such authority, 

• DHS OIG identified problems with the testing facilities at Moorestown. Specifically, the 
simulator equipment used to test the C4ISR systems - and specifically to conduct 
vulnerability scans - has “difficulty calculating how C4ISR systems work in real situations on 
cutters or at shore sites; the simulators therefore may produce inaccurate results.” 

• DHS OIG also found the following: “... because the contractor has not compared simulator 
performance to that of real C4ISR systems, discrepancies may result when the C4ISR 
systems are deployed to new assets or shore sites.” 

• Importandy, DHS OIG found that the simulator system being used to test the functionality 
of the C4ISR was not itself certified or accredited. 

• DHS OIG reports that the Coast Guard recognizes the value of certifying and accrediting 
the simulators — but the contractor has refused, asserting that it would cost too much to 
obtain that certification and accreditation. 

• What does this mean? The TEMPEST expert advising us explains it like this. If we were 
talking about a car, the first functionality tests merely determine if the car will turn on and 
move; they are basic tests about whether, once you put the parts together, they function in 
the manner expected (the lights come on, the windshield wipers function etc.). The next 
tests should put the car on the race track and see if it can really function in a high-stress 
situation. In other words, the C4ISR should be tested with false data or interference etc. to 
determine that it still works. In this case, the contractor cannot perform these stress tests to 
really determine whether the equipment works. It is unclear why Coast Guard tolerated a 
situation in which the contractor’s simulator equipment cannot apparently conduct a 
thorough test of C4ISR functionality. 
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• We know that there were (apparently subsequent) problems with the funcdonality of the 
system. DHS OIG states that a version of the C4ISR on the 123s received authorization to 
operate while the contractor worked to address vulnerabilities identified with it (this impbes 
interim authorization to operate). 

• DHS OIG reports that the contractor created additional system versions to mitigate the 
vulnerabilities - but these versions failed. 

• In April 2006, the Coast Guard’s SIPRNET Management Office informed the managers of 
Deepwater that if the vulnerabilities with the C4ISR system on the 123s were not resolved in 
45 days, the system would be denied authorization to access SIPRNET. SIPRNET is the 
government’s classified internet system. 

• At this point, the Coast Guard provided the contactor with “best practice” software 
development process information. 

• DHS OIG reports that the contractor aligned its software development process to these best 
practices - and by May 2006 received authorization to operate a new version of the C4ISR 
system on die l'23s. 

• This finding raises several questions. DHS OIG does not identify a specific 123 on which 
the SIPRNET access problem was identified — however, by 2006 (the time frame here), the 
Coast Guard has had the first 123 for approximately 2 years (and the first 123s have already 
cracked their hulls...). Why would it still have had SIPRNET vulnerabilities in 2006? Why 
would the Coast Guard have to provide best practice information to a firm that has 
ostensibly been hired for its C4ISR expertise? 

• Most importantly, are the same uncertified, unaccredited simulators being used to test the 
C4ISR functionality on the NSC — which by all accounts has a more complicated C4ISR 
system (additional routers, servers, and computer equipment etc.)? 

• Problems with Shore Site C41SR: In addition to the problems identified with the C41SR 
on the 123s, DHS OIG reports that the C41SR systems installed at the Distnct 7 Miami 
Coast Guard station failed several vulnerability scans because it was apparently not built 
according to the DOD information technology certification and accreditation process. As a 
result, as of the August 2006 leport, the shore site system in Miami had not been connected 
to the SIPRNET. DHS OIG reports that this delay had a “tipple effect, delaying system 
implementation at otlier shore sites and on assets.” 


How Have All These C4ISR Problems Occurred? 

• Coast Guard’s Involvement in the Development of IT Products is Lacking: The DHS 
OIG report from August 2006 indicates that Coast Guard officials are involved in h^h-level 
discussions about the definition of its IT requirements, but have limited influence over the 
decisions made by the contractor (ICGS) to develop systems that meet these requirements. 

■ The DHS OIG reported in the August 2006 report that many IT-related documents 
do not require the direct approval of the Coast Guard. DHS OIG indicates that the 
contractor does provide many documents to the Coast Guard for review; upon 
receipt, the Coast Guard has 30 days to review the documents presented to it. After 
30 days have passed, if the Coast Guard has not made any comment, the contractor 
can (and apparently generally does) proceed with the plans laid out in the documents. 
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If the Coast Guard requires a change from tliese implemented plans, they may be 
required to pay for a change order. 

■ According to the DHS OIG report, the contractor presented C4ISR increment one 
testing documents to the Coast Guard for the 30-day review. The Coast Guard 
identified deficiencies - including inadequate explanation of increment one testing 
procedures, lack of a testing schedule, and inadequate requirements traceability to the 
test events - and refused to accept the plan. The contractor submitted the test and 
evaluation plan a second time and the Coast Guard was required to accept the 
document due to schedule pressures - even though the Coast Guard felt that 
improvements and corrections were still needed. 

■ The Defense Acquisition University study on Deepwater produced in February 2007 
states “It is not clear that C4(ISR) acquisition efforts within the DW program and 
elsewhere in die US Coast Guard are guided by a common USCG enterprise 
architecture. Without a common architecture and integrated support planning, 
interoperability and total ownership costs objectives will be at risk.” It is highly 
disturbing that such a finding should be made in 2007 — when ICGS has already 
been granted an extension of the Deepwater contract. 

Additional Points Speaking to Motivation 

• Understanding how tilings got so bad — when being implemented by a firm chosen for its 
supposed technical expertise with maritime IT systems - is a difficult task. 

• Mr. DeKort indicates that one problem was Lockheed’s decision to base this work in the 
Moorestown, NJ facility instead the Lockheed Eagan, MN facility which specialized in this 
type of work, DeKort indicates that this facility was mostly a software facility (that had 
worked on the Navy AEGIS program). Originally, Lockheed had intended ro bid the work 
from its hardware facility (Eagan, MN) but switched to try to capitalize on the reputation of 
the AEGIS facility. 

• DeKort also indicates that many of the people working on this program were not competent 
in hardware because they did not come from the Lockheed facility that specialized in 
hardware. 

• DeKort claims that the hardware (including the wires) installed on another legacy cutter in 
the yard for an upgrade (the 270) received the higher quality wiring (braided, shielded cables) 
and systems. One of the other witnesses on Panel I (Robert Braden) is the manager of the 
270 program. He indicates that he did use the higher quality cables and systems — but that 
he was ABLE to do so only because the Lockheed Martin managers were not closely 
observing his program; their attention was focused on the 123s. This is a very odd situation 
- but it implies that Lockheed managers were aware of the problems on the 1 23 and were 
intentionally ordering the use of the cheaper cables on C41SR (and of the non low-smoke 
cables). It also impbes that the on-the-ground people knew the other cables were better and 
wanted to provide a good product - and in the case of the 123s, did not because of 
directions from liigher authorities. 

• On the 1 23s, DeKort seems to describe a situation that snowballed from bad to worse. The 
technicians did not really know hardware - and installed the wrong wires. When this was 
discovered, Lockheed Martin refused to rewire the vessel — and instead tried to “get it 
through.” DeKort has produced a significant paper trail that seems to show the Lockheed 
Martin people were confused about TEMPEST and how to install systems that met that 
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requirement; the emails seem to present son^ of the rambling discussions inside the bad 
news bear camp. 

Regarding the problems with C4ISR and the other systems (cameras, topside equipment, other 
problems identified in the Navy report), it is still unclear what the full motivation was. 

DeKort describes a situation in which the contract was underbid, the wrong people were selected to 
work on it, and Lockheed assumed that since they had done AEGIS they could do anything. 

Clearly, Lockheed was met by a Coast Guard that had written a poor and vague contract and by 
Coast Guard members that did not fully understand all that they were acquiring and did not always 
know what to look for when examining assets. 

Together, they were apparently focused on keeping to the schedule (again, Coast Guard personnel 
wanted to prove that they could manage this major procurement and apparently the perception was 
that meeting the schedule exhibited that ability — even if what was delivered was unsatisfactory). 
Lockheed Martin became interested in covering up evidence of their incompetence — and again, 
delivering on time seems to have been accepted as evidence of performance ability. Many sources 
refer to the Commandant’s use of the term “ruthless execution” and the emphasis on sticking to the 
schedule. 

It is also possible that at least in some circumstances, Lockheed was motivated by the additional 
money that came from change orders. If they delivered exactly what the contract asked for — even if 
they knew the specifications would produce a poor product — they complied with the contract (or if 
the 30-day document review period passed and the Coast Guard said nothing). Lockheed could 
then be hired to do the change orders and fix what either did not have the proper design to work 
correctly or, in some cases, what was originally built poorly. We have asked Coast Guard to produce 
the contracting officer to tty to landetstand the extent of the change orders and the amount of 
money involved. 
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Background Paper on the 110/12^ Hull Crarking' Isaiip 

Committee on Ttansportation and Infrastructure 
April 18, 2007 Deepwater Hearing 

Mr. Scott Sampson is a civilian Coast Guard (CG) employee who is currendy Vessel 
Specifications Section Chief, Maintenance and Logistics Command, Adanric (MLCA), based 
in Norfolk, VA. He has been in this current assignment since 2004. Prior to this, between 
2001 and 2004, Mr. Sampson was a Naval Architecture Project Manager, with the Navy 
Combatant Craft Division (CCD, a division of Navy Carderock), which was then located in 
Suffolk, VA. From 1996-2001, Mr. Sampson was a CG employee with his current 
organization (MLCA) and was a specialist in ship repair specifications, overhauls, and 
damage repair. His background qualifies him as an expert in the 1 10/123 hull cracking 
problem. 

Mr. Sampson has phone records indicating that in August 2002, he became aware of the 
preliminary 110/123 CG design, and after reviewing it, he had immediate concerns about the 
structural integrity of the design as proposed. As a result, he contacted Mr. Debu Ghosh, 
who was the lead Nava! Architect for the CG Boat Branch, which had primary responsibility 
for designing the 110/123 modification. During this conversation, Mr. Sampson expressed 
his concerns, and invited Mr. Ghosh to a meeting at CCD. 

Mr. Sampson’s concerns stemmed from the Navy’s experiences with modifications 
performed to Patrol Craft (PC) Cyclone Class 170’ vessels, which were given a 9-foot 
extension to 179’ in the 1990s. The Navy' experienced a structural problem with hull 
integrity associated with the extension, which required a major design change that 
successfully resolved the problem. These issues included; 

^ Longitudinal strength (no increase planned - Navy had problems and 
corrected). 

3* Length of extension (possible heehng issue during turning) - Navy 

performed model tests and determined 5Vo increase in length was optimum 
for the 170, and was concerned about 12% increase planned for 110. 

> Extension of buttocks lines stra^ht back rather than the inclusion of rochet 
to maintain running trim. (CG had to relocate potable water tanks in 123 to 
extreme stem to achieve similar trim as 110.) 

> Lack of engineering expertise by Bollinger Ship Yard. During the 170/179 
extension, the Navy’s CCD provided engineering documents and designs to 
guide the extension and Bollinger performed construction only . By contrast, 
for the 110/123 project, Bollinger was to provide all engineering and 
construction even though they do not appear to have extensive expertise in 
naval engineering . 

On September 3, 2002, Mr. Ghosh visited the CCD facility in Suffolk, VA and met with Mac 
Wluford (Section Chief at CCD), and Carl Casamassina, a naval architect. At this meeting, 
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CCD shared all the Navy analyses and reports on the 170/179 program, as well as the 
proposed Navy design solutions to the flaws identified in the 123 design. 

Sometime after this meeting, Mr. Ghosh requested an estimate from CCD to provide a 
revised design as well as technical and engineering support at the Bollinger shipyard. A 
“ballpark” estimate of $50-60K was communicated verbally to Mr. Ghosh for CCD to do 
this work. Mr. Ghosh later communicated back to CCD that the Deepwater program would 
not pay for this work, Mr. Sampson was not involved in any discussions after this 
occurrence. 

In late Match 2005, after Mr. Sampson had rejoined the Coast Guard, he was advised of the 
hull cracking issues on at least 6 of the converted 123s (Drummond, Nantucket, Nunivak, 
Matagorda, Metompkin, and Padre). He joined a damage assessment team consisting of 
LCDR Chad Jacoby, Rich Wharton (ICG^, T.R. Hamblin (Bollinger), Debu Ghosh, and 
LTJG Jeff Payne to perform inspections and analyses of the failures on the 6 vessels. 

Mr. Sampson’s analysis of the damage is summarized below: 

‘^here appear to he four distinct areas of concern that appear on all the cutters to a certain degree, 
representing to me a pattern of damage. 

/ ) Damage Pei'S at FR JJ. — The hull is huckSingfram the sheer tine dom, in many cases to just above 
the mater tine. 

2) The deck forward of the boat well This deck is buckling so that ripples are being created in the fore and 
aft directions. 

3) Distortions around the Pop’S generator insert plates either are developing or existing distortions are getting 
bigger. 

4) Buckling! tripping of the longitudinal stiffener under the deck just fft of BHD 22 on the Starboard side. 
Probable cause for Issue t: 

Upon review of the construction of the cutter class, FR 33 has many significant structural details which result 
m the buckling of the side shell plate and if left to continue potentially the bottom plate. It is my opinion that 
this area is significantly weak as this is where the old hull and the new hull were joined. The seam between 
the deck and the side shell are within 9 " which does not provide for a good separation. The structural stiffness 
between the aft portion (new) and the fwd portion is significantly different. The taft rail, boat well sides and 
structural construction of the new addition creates an extremely stiff section of the hull The problem is there is 
no continuous longitudinal in the deck because the deta couple is also in this same area. The aft section of the 
boat is weighted down with water tanks and the SRP. The increased loading on this section creates a 
significant stress on the joint of the old to new section. In effect the back of the cutter is being pushed down, 
causing the sides of the hull to buckle. 

If left unresolved, this issue could result in a weakening of the hull and ultimate hull failure. The side shell 
will buckle that would most likely result in worst case a crack above the waterline. If the bottom plating 
expenences tension and compression, it could also result in a crack resulting in the flooding of the battery 
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space. I think this mould he less likely as the bottom lonfftudinals are continuous in this area resulting in the 
hull bottom bending rather than buckling. The lonfftudinal stiffness in the deck must he increased in this 
area. 

Probable cause for issue 2: 

The deck distortions and cracking ! believe are also caused by the stiffness issue raised in number 1 above. If 
the aft section is bent doom, then the deck becomes in tension. The problem however is that the aft section 
cannot bend straight down because the boat well sides. The boat well sides because thy are at an angle (not 
parallel to centerline) in addition to the structural differences between the port and starboard side causes the 
aft section to bend at an angle, causing the slight torsion in the deck. If the aft section bends up, the deck 
hecomes in compression and creates the ripples. This is what I believe is causing the increased deformation and 
cracks in the deck. 

If left unresolved, the deck will continue to crack. Risk of losing the cutter is minimal, as the stress is running 
fore & eft, not transversely. Worse impact is water intrusion into the electronics space. 

Longitudinal stiffening of the connection wit! help reduce the impact of this problem. Thicker insert plates may 
also help prevent this problem. 

Probable cause for issue }: 

It is unclear without detailed analysis if the slrudnral stiffness difference is the cause of the deformation up 
forward, however it could he aggravaling it. There could also be an issue of the insert plates just being a hard 
spot in the hull. It didn ’/ show up before because the shorter length did not create the same pressure in this 
area. With the additional length of the hull, the insert plate is now closer to the middle of the cutter and due 
to the increase stress, the insert plate is causing a hard point in the hull and the plate is buckling. 

If left unresolved, it is my opinion that eventually cracks will develop around the insert plates. This could 
result in the flooding of the engine room. 

A solution is tough to determine unless we know for sure what the root cause is. A potential solution is the 
local stiffening of this area to help distribute the toad better. 

Probable cause for issue 4: 

It is unclear why this stiffener is tripping and deforming as much as it is. The decks on all the 123 ’s show 
deformation. It is hard to determine why this is happening as there does not appear to be any other damage to 
the house in this area. This requires further analysis. 

No significant impact if left unresolved. Additional structure will assume the load. No risk offloading or 
water intrusion. 

A solution is tough to determine unless we know for sure what She root cause is. A potential solution is to 
increase the si'^ of this stiffener. ” 
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SUMMARY 


Translated into lay terms, the conclusions o£ the failure investigation and the discussions 
between the Navy and CG prior to the modification program’s start can be summarized as 
follows; 

1) The CG was clearly warned by Na\'y CCD that the 123 design was likely to 
experience hull cracking and/or failure issues. 

2) The CG was apparently not persuaded enough by the Navy analyses of the 123 
design and the N avy’s expenence on their own 179 program to change the design or 
reimburse the Navy for design change work. This is despite the fact that the 110 
(Island Class) and 170 (Cyclone class) were sister ship designs by the same builder. 

3) One major design shortcoming included a failure to properly strengthen the areas of 
the hull adjacent to the extension, and these problems were previously identified by 
the Navy, and the design was fixed on their similar ships. 

4) The other major design flaw was the shape of the extension, which proceeded as a 
“flat bottom” toward the aff-most section, ostensibly to accommodate easy 
launching of the Predator pursuit craft. The Navy design involved a tapered, raised 
design. However the CG-designed, flat-bottom shape changed the center-of-gravity 
of the vessel, making it tail-heavy, subject to damage as result of wave slapping, and 
substantially increased drag, effectively reducing the range of the vessel by up to one- 
half. 

5) All 6 vessels described in the report above, suffered the .same pattern of damage, in 
exactly the same areas predicted by the Navy CCD analysis given to the CG in 9/02. 

6) The hull cracking was NOT a “fatigue” problem, but was induced by a single load. 

In other words, one incident of exposure to a moderate load (wave action) was 
sufficient to cause hull failure. 

7) The design flaw is so severe that the only probable fix now would be to cake all 8 
ships entirely apart and add a completely redesigned extension, as well as the 
appropriate doubling and stiffening at the extension point. At this time, it is highly 
unlikely that would be cost-effective solution. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INFORMATION PAPER 

SERVICE/AGENCY: U.S. Navy 

SUBJECT: 110' TO 123' PATROL BOAT CONVERSION 

1. QUESTION/REQUEST: Respond to questions regarding subject matter from House 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure investigator Clay Foushee stemming 
from an April 4, 2007, telephone conversation between Mr. Foushee and Mr. Malcolm 
Wbitford, Combatant Craft Division (Code 23), Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock 
Division (NSWCCD); Captain Mark W. Thomas, Carderock Division Commander; and 
Lieutenant Commander Nicole Shue, Navy's Oflice of Legislative Affairs. 

2. RESPONSE: The following background is provided; 

a. Scott Sampson was an employee of Combatant Craft Division Code 23 in the Naval 
Architecture Branch, Code 23 1 , from October 2001 to August 2004. From 2002 to 2004, he was 
the Code 23 single point of contact for Coast Guard work. After Scott’s departure to work for 
the Coast Guard at the MLCA, Jason Marshall became the Code 23 single point of contact for 
Coast Guard work. Jason Marshall was reassigned in February 2006, and Keith Steinhouse 
became the Code 23 single point of contact for Coast Guard work. Bill Moss is the NSWCCD 
Customer Advocate for the United States Coast Guard. 

b. Malcolm (Mack) Whitford was the Branch Head for the Naval Architecture Branch, Code 
231, until he was named as acting SEA 05 Technical Warrant Holder for Combatant Craft and 
Boats in April 2004. After that time, the Branch Head position was filled by others, including 
Carl Casamassina and Will Sokol, on a temporary rotating basis until July 2005, when Will 
Sokol was selected for that position. 

c. Relative to the 1 10' Patrol Boat (PB) to 123' PB conversion program: 

Ql. When did discussions commence with the Coast Guard and Code 23 personnel 
regarding the 110 to 123 conversion? (Foushee indicated interest from 2002 forward) 

Al. On Aug. 9, 2002, a telephone conference was held between Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Carderock Division (NSWCCD) Code 23 engineers Scott Sampson and Carl Casamassina, and 
United States Coast Guard Engineering Logistics Center (USCG ELC) engineers Debu Ghosh 
and Chris Barry. Mr. Ghosh described the modifications being proposed to 110’ Island Class 
Patrol Boats (PB). Carl Casamassina described the experience of Code 23 with a similar hull 
extension on the 170’ Patrol Coastal (PC) Class ships. 
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Q2. What types of technical discussions occurred between Code 23 and USCG personnel? 

A2. 

Aug. 9, 2002 - General discussion of the scope of modifications to the 1 10’ PB and discussion of 
lessons learned from the PC Class 170* to 179’ hull extension. 

Aug. 19, 2002 - Discussion of possible tasking from USCG to Code 23 to review Bollinger 
Shipyards’ engineering for the 1 10’ PB extension. 

Aug. 22, 2002 - Discussed possible role of Code 23 with Deepwater program in relation to the 
1 10’/123’ PB modification and problems with the Bollinger design. 

In or around the May 2003 time frame - Carl Casamassina recalls three undocumented phone 
conversations; 

First Call - The call was between Carl Casamassina and Dennis Fanguy, Head of 
Bollinger Shipyards Engineering. Carl recalls, “1 contacted him relative to HSV 2 Swift 
and the integration of the MK96 gun system. After we completed our discussion about 
the MK96 gun system integration on PC Cyclone Class and HSV 2 Swift, we discussed 
briefly the USCG 1 23’ extension. I inquired about their role in the design of its 
integration and if they were using ABS to review or certify it. Dennis mentioned that 
ABS was not reviewing the design however they had/were used/using the ABS High 
Speed Craft Commercial Rules for structural adequacy. I reminded him of the problems 
we had on the PC Cyclone Class with the errors in those particular rules, and that we used 
a first principle approach to address the dynamic bending moment and structural 
adequacy to fix the PC’s and to integrate their extension which was accomplished with 
success.” 

Second Call - A short time (approximately two weeks) following the first phone 
conversation, Carl recalls, "Dennis Fanguy (Bollinger) and one of his engineers (I believe 
Robert Rivere??) called me back to discuss fiirther the USCG 123’ extension. They asked 
me about the types of engineering checks and validations which were accomplished on 
the PC Cylcone Class extensions. I began by first cautioning against the use of the ABS 
High Speed Craft Commercial rules because of the errors we found in it, and mentioned 
that ABS has a new guide out, ABS HSNC (maybe draft at the time) which fixed the 
previous errors. I followed this caution by providing a verbal summary of what types of 
model testing, Finite Element Analysis modeling and associated calculations CCD 
executed on the PC Cyclone Class extension.” 

Third Call - Following the phone conversations with Dennis Fanguy (Bollinger), 
approximately two weeks or so, Carl recalls he had a phone conversation with Glen Ashe 
and Dereck Novak from ABS relative to HSV 2 Swift matters. Carl recalls, “During the 
conversation 1 expressed my concerns to them that they need to either update their ABS 
High Speed Craft Commercial Rules to fix the errors or somehow discontinue its use, 
because it is still being used in error out in the industry, and I described my conversation 
with Bollinger using it for the USCG 123’ extension. There was no resolution.” 
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In the Dec 2004/Early 2005 time frame - Carl Casamassina recalls two phone conversations with 
Debu Ghosh (USCG EEC) relative to the 123’ extension and the structural problems they were 
experiencing. Within the two conversations Carl recalls the following: 

“I asked him if the primary hull girder strength was increased by the design. He said no, 
and because the contract doesn’t call out the new ABS HSNC, they really don’t have a 
leg to stand on. 1 stated to Debu that I believe (based on lessons learned ftom the PC 
Cyclone Class extension) they are going to have serious problems with putting such a 
large extension on the 1 10’ without increasing the primary hull girder strength. Debu said 
that he was trying to pursue a critical strength panel approach in order to get the designers 
to remedy the problem because that is the only contractual leverage they have. 1 
cautioned him that the problem is very serious and very simple to understand and that it 
needs to be fixed right away before they lose a ship. Other parts of the conversation 
included talking about how the ABS High Speed Craft Commercial Rules result in using 
a still water bending moment versus a dynamic bending moment which would be 
required by other class society rules like DNV.” 

Q3. Who was involved in those discussions? (be specific as to dates and personnel related 
to specific dates) 

A3. 

Aug. 9, 2002 - Scott Sampson (Code 23), Cart Casamassina (Code 23), Debu Ghosh (USCG 
EEC), and Chris Barry (USCG EEC) 

Aug. 1 8, 2002 - Scott Sampson (Code 23) and Debu Ghosh (USCG EEC) 

Aug. 22, 2002 - Scott Sampson (Code 23), ECDR Brian Emerck (USCG SEN), and CDR Roder 
(USCG ) 

See also the telephone conversations listed under question 2. 

Q4. What recommendations did NSWCCD make to the Coast Guard? (include data 
provided, issues addressed) 

A4. 

Aug. 9, 2002 - During a telephone conference the proposed 1 10’ to 123’ conversion was 
described to Code 23 personnel. There were many similarities to the hull extension that Code 23 
had engineered on the 170’ PC Class ships. One of the key differences was that the 1 10’/123’ 
extension was more significant (12% increase in length) than the 170’ to 179’ conversion (5% 
increase in length). The implication was that longitudinal bending loads would increase even 
more on the 1 10’/123’ conversion than they did with the 170’/179/ conversion. Code 23 
developed Ship Alteration (SHIPAET) 59K for PCs to strengthen the primary longitudinal hull 
girder and it was a prerequisite to accomplishment of SHIPAET 32K (hull extension for boat 
launch and retrieval system) due to the increased longitudinal bending loads that result from 
lengthening the hull. This was conveyed to the Coast Guard during this phone conference. The 
following topics were presented by Code 23 to provide the full scope of background that was 
available to assist the Coast Guard in the 1 10’/123’ conversion project; 
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Testing of extension buttocks line options from -10 deg to +10 deg. Emphasized the 
significant impact the choice of buttock line shape for the extension would have on fuel 
consumption/range and speed. 

Powering/Resistance calculations 

Strength Calculations - Finite Element Analysis (FEA)/global and local - with discussion 

of dynamic loads being the limiting factor 

Rudder sizing calculations and location 

Anchoring 

Mast excitation 

Longitudinal Center Gravity should be 5 1/2% of the Length between Perpendiculars aft 
of amidships 

New house should be designed for 15 psi 
Recommended adding forward bulwark 

Recommended installing ballast tanks and additional watertight bulkheads in extension 
That the modification added increased stability by raising the margin line. 

Propeller design - the problems experienced with commercial designs in terms of 
cavitation/erosion/noise and improved results with the Carderock Division designed 
propeller 

Ramp design - Depth of water/angle/doors 

Existing tow tank models - Carderock Division has models of the 1 10’ PB in two sizes 

Debu Ghosh had indicated to Scott Sampson that he was already working on getting funding to 
us. As part of funded support for this project Carl Casamassina offered to provide the following 
(when ^ding did not materialize this data was not transferred): 

Load analysis/application/development write up 

Tech manual for launch and recovery of Rigid Hull Inflatable Boat (RHIB) 

Cost for modification 

Reports or summaries of reports and findings 
Sources for model construction 

On or about Aug. 19, 2002 - Scott Sampson discussed with Debu Ghosh providing engineering 
support to review the proposed design for lengthening the 1 10’ PB to 123 feet. On Aug. 19, 
2002, Scott Sampson provided a cost estimate to Debu Ghosh for engineering support as follows: 
“Our estimate for supporting you on this effort is $42,000.00. This would include: 

• 2 Naval Architects at $744,80 per person/per day for 14 days. 

• Travel/Rental car/Per Diem 

• Sea Keeping analysis at $10K for a simple comparison between the original and 
modified hull 

• 8 Man days of additional support” 

» 

Aug. 22, 2002 - Scott Sampson discussed options for supporting the Coast Guard relative to the 
1 10’/123’ conversion with LCDR Brian Emerck and CDR Roder. The options ranged from 
briefing the potential pitfalls of the current 110’ extension approach to working in concert with 
the Coast Guard Engineering Logistics Center (ELC) to provide a complete design to the 
shipyard. 
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Q5. What was the resolution of those recommendations/discussions? 

A5. None. No tasking or ftinding was received from the Coast Guard for Code 23 technical 
support. 

Q6. What actions were taken? 

A6. Code 23 provided background information on lessons learned on the PC Class, discussed 
areas where particular caution was warranted, and proposed direct engineering support as 
described in the answers to questions 1 through 4. 

Q7. Were there any follow up actions? 

A7. 

On or about June 28, 2005 - Carderock Division learned that the converted 123’ WPB was 
having structural problems. Debu Ghosh contacted Carderock Division Code 65 via Tom Brady 
regarding structural testing on the 123’ WPB. Bill Moss (NSWCCD Customer Advocate for 
USCQ) provided Code 23 with initial information on the request from Debu Ghosh. Internal 
discussion began on how to respond and what technical efforts would be appropriate. 

June 29, 2005 - Mack Whitford expressed concern to Brooks Darden, CF Snyder, Bill Moss, 
Tom Brady, Denny Woolaver, and Carl Casamassina that the Coast Guard was not on the right 
technical path in trying to resolve the 123’ WPB structural problems. Whitford cautioned that 
the testing being proposed by the Coast Guard was not adequately supported by preliminary 
analysis and that Carderock Division should not get involved unless the scope could be properly 
defined to yield meaningful results. 

June 30, 2005 - Telephone conference between Bill Moss, Carl Casamassina, Jim Lewis, Tom 
Brady and Debu Ghosh to discuss USCG proposed testing. Code 23’s position was that poorly 
planned testing without the necessary analysis to correctly target it would be a waste of time. 

Carl Casamassina suggested that straightforward calculations might suffice to confirm the 
problem and identify an approach to correcting it. 

June 30, 2005 - In a telephone conversation with Mack Whitford, Debu Ghosh agreed to provide 
technical data on the 123’ WPB to allow preliminary calculations to be run that would help 
clarify the nature of the structural problems that were being experienced. It was Code 23’s 
position that the problem was longitudinal bending and inadequate section modulus to resist 
those loads. The testing being proposed seemed to indicate a focus on secondary issues such as 
critical buckling in the plating. Without a basic agreement on the nature of the problem, 
agreement on an appropriate approach to testing and analysis would not be possible. 

June 30, 2005 - Debu Ghosh provided a proposed statement of work to Code 23 for structural 
testing of a 123’ WPB. 

July 8, 2005 - Meeting in Norfolk between Debu Ghosh, Carl Casamassina, Scott Sampson, and 
Mack Whitford. Code 23 presented the results of their calculations based on the data provided 
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by Debu Ghosh. The calculations were to class society requirements for longitudinal bending 
with some modifications that Code 23 has validated by full scale measurements on the PC Class 
ships. When actual accelerations from earlier 1 10’ PB testing were applied, the calculations 
showed that the existing 1 10’ PB structure was adequate but that the extension to 123 feet 
increased the dynamic longitudinal bending loads to the point of failure. The solution 
recommended by Code 23 was to develop structural modifications that would increase the hull 
girder section modulus to at least the minimum standard. At this point the original modifications 
to the converted 123’ WPB by Bollinger had failed, and a fix that added doubler plates on the 
side and deck at the sheer had also failed. Debu Ghosh indicated that the ELC was looking at 
increasing plating thickness in certain areas that were experiencing plate buckling as a third fix. 
Code 23 advised that unlike PC, which had a larger section modulus to the keel than it did to the 
deck, the converted 123* WPB had more or less equal section modulus in both directions. 
Increasing the deck structure only, without increasing the bottom structure, would move the 
problem to the bottom structure. Failure of the bottom structure is potentially more dangerous 
because it is less readily observed by the crew and could result in flooding. Debu Ghosh 
disagreed with Code 23’s analysis and maintained that the problem was localized critical 
buckling. Code 23 recommended that if testing was going to be done that it be done on an 
unmodified and undamaged craft to avoid the confusion created by the fixes and so as not to take 
on the additional risk of bottom structure failure. No agreement was reached and the meeting 
ended without resolution. 

July 11-13, 2005 - At the request of the USCG Maintenance Logistics Center Atlantic (MLCA), 
Mack Whitford accompanied USCG personnel to Savannah, Georgia to inspect structural 
damage to Coast Guard Cutter (CGC) Nunivak. Invitational travel orders were provided by 
MLCA. Damage was completely consistent with Code 23’s conclusion that the source of the 
problem was inadequate hull girder section modulus to resist longitudinal bending. Shortly after 
this trip, Mack Whitford discussed his observations with CAPT Blackall and some of his staff at 
MLCA- 

July 15, 2005 - Carderock Division provided Debu Ghosh a detailed proposal and cost estimate 
to fully analyze, test, evaluate, and recommend solutions for the 123' WPB structural problems. 
Debu Ghosh responded that he would get back to Carderock Division after discussing it with the 
Program Office. 

July 27, 2005 - Bill Moss inquired of Debu Ghosh what his intentions were relative to the July 
1 5 proposal. 

July 29, 2005 - Debu Ghosh informed us that “After discussing with the Program Office, we 
have decided to go with a NA [naval architecture] firm to just do the testing as identified in the 
SOW.’’ This was a substantially more limited effort than proposed by Carderock Division on 
July 1 5. Carderock Division believed the approach described in the Coast Guard SOW to be 
inadequate to resolve the structural problems with the 123’ WPB. 

July 29, 2005 - As the SEA 05 Technical Warrant Holder for Combatant Craft and Boats, Mack 
Whitford informed RADM Paul E. Sullivan (then Head of Ship Design, Integration and 
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Engineering, SEA 05) that the actions the Coast Guard was taking to resolve 123’ WPB 
structural problems were technically incorrect. 

Aug. 3 1 , 2005 - At the request of Scott Sampson, Code 23 provided the calculations and 
conclusions developed for the July 8 meeting to MLCA. Scott Sampson indicated he was going 
to a meeting at EEC the next day to discuss these conclusions with Debu Ghosh and his staff. 

Oct. 19, 2005 - Scott Sampson, MLCA, requested assistance from Code 23 in conducting 
structural trials on an instrumented 123’ WPB. 

Oct. 26, 2005 - Code 23 provided a statement of work and cost estimate to MLCA to support 
structural trials. Scope was limited to “provide input to test guidance document to advise on 
necessary trial events to capture all pertinent data” and to provide “wavebuoy, and GPS to 
capture data that characterizes sea surface information and ships speed and course-over-ground”. 
Estimate total was $41 ,400. The statement of work contained the disclaimer, “CCD does not 
believe the scope of current testing will achieve the desired results for the USCG. Our 
participation in these trials is limited to measuring and reporting sea surface condition data 
present at the time of trials and proving[sic] input to overall trials coordination.” 

Oct. 31, 2005 - Code 23 provided comments to MLCA on a test plan provided by Scott 
Sampson. The comments included the following disclaimer: “The following general comments, 
along with the embedded comments in the attached word document are provided as our top level 
review comments of the subject test plan. I would like to make it clear that our involvement in 
this trial is very limited in scope, and that we still recommend our initial NSWC Carderock 
proposal sent July 15, 2005 to accomplish this task. In no way should our comments provided 
here, nor our involvement in obtaining ship speed and wave height (iaw our SOW Task) be 
misconstrued as endorsement of this subject test plan.” 

Nov. 4, 2005 - NS WCCD received MIPR HSCG80-06-X-3FA007 from USCG for $4 1 ,400. ' 

Jan. 14, 2006 - Code 23 persormel supporting structural trials repotted, “While testing in a sea 
state with average significant wave heights of eight to ten feet and average periods of five to six 
seconds on January 14, 2006, the Padre [a 123’ WPB] sustained significant cracks and structural 
deformities.” Testing was suspended. MLCA indicated they would request additional testing 
support in March 2006. 

Jan. 3 1 , 2006 - Code 23 provided MLCA a statement of work and cost estimate to support 
additional structural trials on CGC Padre. The scope was very similar to the January 2006 
testing; “provide wave buoy, ship speed and course-over-ground data, and test consultation for 
additional full-scale trials”. Estimated cost was $42,038. 

Mar. 22, 2006 - NSWCCD received MIPR HSCG80-06-X-3FAG07 from USCG for $42, 038, 
Apr, 6-20, 2006 - Provided limited support for follow-on structural trials on CGC Padre. 
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Q8. What discussions took place with the USCG relative to funding technical efforts by 
Code 237 

A8. 

Sep. 9, 2002 - Scott Sampson reported to Bill Moss and Ron Warwick that, in a phone 
conversation the same day, Debu Ghosh had expressed ftiistration with his inability to fund Code 
23 for the support he needed and that he was trying to push the issue up his chain of command. 

On or about Sep. 10, 2002 - Bill Moss made several contacts to discuss tasking and funding 
from the Coast Guard. A question had arisen relative to the Carderock Division having tasking 
from both the contractor for Deepwater and the program office at the same time. Bill Moss was 
able to provide examples of how this had been handled in the past with appropriate internal 
firewalls to isolate the work being done for the two parties. Captain Kevin Jarvis, Chief, Office 
of Systems Deepwater Integration, and Larry Wilkerson, Head, ELC IDS seemed positive about 
potential Code 23 and Carderock Division support of Deepwater. He also identified to Larry 
Wilkerson the general support statement of work and funding that was in place between the ELC 
Cutter Branch, Rubin Sheinberg, and Carderock Division that would allow ELC to access 
Carderock Division easily and quickly. 

Jul. 15, 2005 - A detailed proposal and cost estimate to fully analyze, test, evaluate, and 
recommend solutions for the 123’ WPB structural problems was provided to the USCG ELC by 
Tom Brady (Code 65) in cooperation with Code 23. 

Jul. 27, 2005 - Bill Moss sent a follow-up e-mail to Debu Ghosh to determine whether ELC 
intended to fund the proposed structural testing. 

Jul. 29, 2005 - Debu Ghosh (ELC) responded that after discussing with the Program Office they 
decided to pursue a reduced scope task with a private naval architecture firm. 

Oct. 26, 2005 - Code 23 provided a statement of work and cost estimate to MLCA to provide 
limited support for their structural trials on a 123’ WPB. This was funded on Nov. 4, 2005. See 
the disclaimer that was included with this item under question 7. 

Jan. 31, 2006 - Code 23 provided a statement of work and cost estimate to MLCA to provide 
limited support for their additional structural trials on CGC Padre. This was funded on 
Mar, 22, 2006. 
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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON COMPLIANCE WITH 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE COAST GUARD’S 
DEEPWATER CONTRACT 


Wednesday, April 18, 2007 

House of Representatives, 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:40 p.m., in Room 
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable James L. 
Oberstar [chairman of the committee] presiding. 

Mr. Oberstar. The Committee on Investigations and Oversight 
will come to order. 

We meet today in full Committee to inquire into compliance of 
the Coast Guard with the Deepwater Contract. 

When I was elected to the chairmanship of the Committee, I said 
at the very outset, that we would have a strong emphasis of over- 
sight and investigations into the programs within the jurisdiction 
of our Committee. 

It has long been a role of this Committee going back to 1959 
when the Special Investigating Committee and the Federal-Aid 
Highway Program was established by then Speaker Rayburn and 
my predecessor, John Botnick, whose portrait is over there in the 
corner was designated chair of that Committee. It was the very 
first deep investigative work of the House in the post-World War 
II era that resulted in conversion of all State and Federal highway 
programs from no internal audit and review procedures to every 
State having internal audit, review and accountability for their 
Federal highway funds. 

It also resulted in 36 people going to Federal and State prison 
for their illegal activities in misuse and abuse of public funds in 
the Federal-Aid Highway Program. 

The Committee continued its work into other areas of jurisdiction 
of the full Committee doing enormous good service to the public. 
We continue that work in the spirit of inquiring into the whys, the 
best and most effective use of public funds and ensuring that there 
is not failure on the part of Federal agencies carrying out their 
public trust. 

Of all the issues that have come before our Committee — we have 
had a lot since the beginning of this session of Congress — the fail- 
ures of the Coast Guard Deepwater Acquisition Program are the 
most disturbing. The Investigations and Oversight bipartisan staff 
has conducted an in-depth investigation over the last three months 
of the conversion of 110 foot patrol boats to 123 foot boats, which 
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is a 12 percent extension, and to modernize their electronics in the 
new era of security and the additional mission of the Coast Guard 
in homeland security. 

The investigation uncovered factors far more disturbing than we 
anticipated at the outset, more than other committees that have 
looked into this have uncovered. Major problems in the program, 
some of the major problems, have already been disclosed in hear- 
ings of other committees and by news reports. But four years after 
the Coast Guard began the Deepwater program to replace or up- 
grade all of its ships, fixed wing aircraft and helicopters, we know 
that 8 of the 110 foot patrol boats have been found unseaworthy 
and rendered essentially useless by a poorly designed hull exten- 
sion. 

It has already on public record that plans to produce a new class 
of 147 foot ships have been shelved after a new hull design was 
found to be flawed. 

It has already been published that serious questions have been 
raised about the structural integrity of the new National Security 
Cutter and whether it can be expected to meet its projected lifetime 
in service. 

There are problems that have increased the cost of the Fleet Re- 
newal Program from $17 billion to more than $24 billion. 

We know that the Coast Guard’s ability to fulfill its mission has 
been compromised, that critically needed assets are not going to be 
available or certainly not available in the timeframe within which 
the Coast Guard needs them. The Coast Guard, consequently, has 
been forced to cut back on patrols. At times, it has had to ignore 
tips from other Federal agencies about drug smugglers. 

We are concerned these difficulties will only grow and become 
more acute in the years ahead as older vessels fail and replace- 
ments are not available. 

What we have learned in our investigation, though, is even more 
disturbing, serious management failings which are structural inter- 
nal to the Coast Guard. We are not going to pass final judgment 
on those charges or allegations until we have had the response of 
the Coast Guard and its contractors. 

I should point out that the testimony we will hear today raises 
serious problems that were known early in the program by the 
Coast Guard and that warnings delivered by very courageous per- 
sons involved in the program from the earliest days were delivered, 
and many of the warnings consciously rejected by various levels of 
Coast Guard management. 

I commend those who are witnesses here before us today, who 
have helped us in understanding what happened and have put 
their jobs, their careers on the line in order to do the right thing 
and assure that the truth is out, in particular, Michael DeKort, 
Robert Braden and Scott Sampson. Mr. Atkinson is not a Coast 
Guard employee, but he is a similarly public spirited person who 
has proffered an extensive analysis of the internal problems. 

Now the Coast Guard has taken a lessons learned approach to 
the tragedies, the failures that have occurred in the conversion pro- 
gram, and we hope that today’s hearing will make a major con- 
tribution to improving, changing not only the way the Coast Guard 
does this but the culture, the very culture within the culture. Time 
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will tell, but one thing is certain. We are going to stay on top of 
it. 

Mr. Oberstar. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Florida, 
the Ranking Member, Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have some comments. 

I am a little bit concerned. This is the first of our investigative 
hearings, and by going forward today under some terms that I 
thought were a little bit different than what I had anticipated, I 
do have some issues that I do want to raise. 

The Committee is continuing today in what I was led to believe 
was the oversight of the Coast Guard’s very important Deepwater 
program. Unfortunately, after reviewing the materials for this 
hearing, most of what we are going to hear or go through in a se- 
ries of panels appears to be matters that we have already reviewed. 

I guess some of it may be redundant because I have not only par- 
ticipated in at least two hearings on this Committee but also the 
Government Reform Committee on which I serve which has also 
looked into this. This is, I believe, the sixth hearing held this year, 
and number seven is next week in the Senate. 

I do want to say that I have been impressed with the conduct of 
the Chairman of the Subcommittee, Mr. Cummings, and the Rank- 
ing Member, Mr. LaTourette. They stated that they would continue 
to pursue this matter and have subsequent testimony from the 
DHS IG and the General Accountability Office just last month. In 
the January hearing, Mr. Cummings, Chair of the Subcommittee, 
and Commandant Allen agreed that there would be a hearing 120 
days later in which the Coast Guard would report also on changes 
in the program and progress that has been made. I think it is very 
important that we review that. 

I come from the State of Florida. We have these eight cutters 
that now I am told they have been brought up here to the North- 
east from Florida. They are not usable. 

These cutters are critical to safety, to national security, to ques- 
tions and problems we face on illegal immigration. Last week, we 
had, I believe, over 100 Haitians just come in, in one batch, and 
warm weather hasn’t started. The Coast Guard has a mission deal- 
ing with illegal narcotics which is critical, and I don’t have those 
assets there. 

There are 40 of these cutters. These are eight. A large percentage 
of these cutters are out of service. I know there are some plans in 
place, and it is critical that we deal with these issues I mentioned, 
not to mention the possibility of some change in the regime with 
Castro and critical needs without the vessels in place. 

No one is more deeply troubled than I am about the problems as- 
sociated with the 110 foot cutters to 123 foot cutters which was the 
effort underway. However, I am afraid again that this hearing 
merely rehashes some of the issues the IG has gone through and 
reviewed and testified about at our Coast Guard Budget Hearing 
last week. 

I do have the questions that were raised, I would like to submit 
for the record, and then the responses which are some of the same 
questions again today, if I could have that included. 

Mr. Oberstar. Without objection, they will be included. 
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Mr. Mica. In addition, I must point out again this is very impor- 
tant that this is the first of our investigative hearings, and both 
Mr. Oberstar and I are committed to strong investigations and 
oversight. We think that is an important part of our responsibility. 

However, the minority was not included in the selection of the 
interviewing of these witnesses. Given the traditional bipartisan 
nature of the work on Coast Guard and maritime transportation, 
this causes me great concern. In Government Reform, for example, 
we don’t interview a witness or depose a witness without notifica- 
tion and the opportunity to have bipartisan participation. That 
does concern me, and I hope that is not the way we proceed in the 
future. 

I also understand that one of today’s witnesses, as staff has told 
me, is being paid by the Committee, the taxpayers, as a consultant, 
and I think that is Mr. Atkinson. Is that correct? 

Mr. Oberstar. Only his travel and expenses are covered. 

Mr. Mica. So he is being paid. 

Mr. Oberstar. As in the tradition of the Committee. 

Mr. Mica. Again, I have concerns about the selection of witnesses 
and particularly those, well, we are going to hear from a whistle- 
blower, and I think he has some important information to share 
with the Committee. I am not certain, because again our staff was 
not permitted to interview him at the same time, that he is actu- 
ally in position to be able to comment on some of the issues relat- 
ing to certification, et cetera, that he may be testifying on. So that 
raises a question. 

Secondly, with Mr. Atkinson, I am just totally at a loss with why 
he was permitted to be a witness. Now I did not see this until yes- 
terday, and staff provided me with this yesterday, but anyone can 
go on to www.tscm.com. That is his web site. 

In 15 years of having witnesses before numerous subcommittees, 
some of which I chaired or participating on different committees, 
I have never had a witness who set forth a mission statement or 
qualifications. Let me read from his, and you all pull this up and 
see it. 

These are quotes from his web site: “I will not have anything to 
do with someone I know to be a criminal, and if I have seen the 
slightest reason to believe that they have a criminal history, I will 
back away from them the second I find out about it. In fact, not 
only will I start backing away from them, but they will hear me 
reloading the shot gun as I do it.” 

Second paragraph: “If someone choose to be an eavesdropper, I 
will hunt them to the ends of the Earth. If they are a felon or a 
crook using electronics in their work, I will relentlessly stalk them 
until they are rendered impotent.” 

Third paragraph: “When the eavesdropper lies on his death bed 
and the angel of death comes to take him away, I want death to 
be holding a scanlock instead of a scythe. I want them constantly 
looking over their shoulder and expecting TSCM specialists to 
pounce on them and start beating them with an NLJD. Let them 
fear black boxes and weird looking antennas. Let them eat Xanax 
by the handful and spend their days in pain.” 

Fourth paragraph: “Let them be afraid. Let them be very afraid, 
for I am hunting them. If I am not hunting them, then someone 
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who I trained will be. Let them be afraid. I perform bug sweeps 
like a contact sport. I don’t play fair.” 

I have never heard a witness give those kind of qualifications. 
Again, the rest of it is troubling to me. The staff pointed this out. 
So I do have concerns about the witnesses and particularly that 
witness. 

The Deepwater program, as I said, is critically important, and we 
need to have the best witnesses and access to the best information 
and resources to make certain that we have enhanced vessels and 
aircraft in place as quickly as possible at the lowest cost to the tax- 
payer. 

In January, Admiral Allen appeared before the Committee and 
committed himself and the Coast Guard to improving the oversight 
which is very important. 

Finally, I do have concerns about two things. One, it is also the 
custom that we investigate and then we make a determination, and 
I am prepared to do that and work with the Chairman and the 
Ranking Member before calling the Department of Justice to look 
if we find in this hearing or subsequent hearings criminal and civil 
misconduct that warrants an investigation, not to announce that to 
the media before the hearing. 

Then the second concern that I have is that the Coast Guard has 
now made an announcement prompted by some of these inquiries, 
and I am not sure that it is the wisest announcement, to go for- 
ward with in-house actually control and management of these con- 
tracts which I don’t know they have the capability of doing and 
which testimony we have heard previously and in other committees 
indicated their inability to pay, their inability to retain personnel, 
attract personnel or put a program like this into place for over- 
sight. They may not have that oversight capability or ability even 
to maintain that capability. 

In the meantime, I am pledged to continue to work with the ma- 
jority. This is a very important issue, and I am sorry that we did 
get off with some unacceptable terms in both procedures and wit- 
nesses for this first hearing. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Oberstar. I read the same comments on the web site, and 
I took them in a different vein. But, Mr. Atkinson, after he is 
sworn in, will have an opportunity to respond to the Ranking Mem- 
ber’s comments. 

As to witnesses, I directed the majority staff to share with the 
minority, the names of witnesses, and they are free to call and in- 
quire and interrogate them as they wish, and they had all the 
names. 

As for redundancy, I can’t control what other committees do, I 
will say to my good friend. If they want to have hearings, that is 
their business, but we are conducting our business. We did have a 
preliminary hearing earlier this year on Deepwater. It set the stage 
for what I felt was necessary and what you and I both discussed 
was a necessary, more intensive discussion and inquiry into these 
matters. 

As for the Justice Department, we make no judgment. Justice is 
conducting its own inquiry into this matter. After the conclusion of 
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our hearings and in consultation with the Ranking Member, we 
will decide what next steps to take. 

The gentleman from Maryland, the Chairman of the Sub- 
committee, Mr. Cummings, at the outset, I want to say conducted 
a very thorough inquiry and has given an enormous amount of his 
personal time and been actually on board defective vessels. 

I recognize the gentleman for his statement. 

Mr. Cummings. I want to thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I want to thank you, Mr. Oberstar, for your dedication and effective 
oversight and for convening this hearing today to continue requir- 
ing accountability, and I emphasize accountability on the part of 
the Coast Guard as well as its contractor-partner for implementa- 
tion of a Deepwater Acquisition Program. 

I must say that as I listened to Mr. Mica, I think we have to be 
very careful that we don’t assassinate witnesses before they even 
testify. These witnesses come to us, some of them I am sure, with 
some fear, but they have stepped forward bravely. I am very, very 
familiar with their testimony, and I know that they have the con- 
cerns of the American people and the Coast Guard and Coast 
Guard personnel, by the way, in mind. 

Deepwater is a $24 billion, and I emphasizes billion dollar, pro- 
curement effort through which the Coast Guard is acquiring 91 cut- 
ters, more than 100 small surface craft and 244 new or converted 
aircraft including helicopters and fixed wing airplanes. 

Americans trust the Coast Guard to protect them from emerging 
threats approaching our homeland from the sea, to rescue them 
when they are in danger and to protect the natural resources of our 
marine environments. That trust is well placed. 

However, Americans also need to know that they can trust the 
Coast Guard’s leaders to manage the taxpayers’ hard earned dol- 
lars effectively and efficiently and to provide the tools that the men 
and women of the Coast Guard need to succeed. Further, Ameri- 
cans need to know that when a multibillion dollar contract is 
signed, the parties to that contract will accomplish its objectives to 
the best of their abilities. 

Our expectations for the Deepwater program are not unreason- 
able. We expect it to produce boats that float, planes that fly and 
information technology systems that work, meaning that they allow 
for identification of threats in the maritime domain while pro- 
tecting sensitive and classified communications and allowing effec- 
tive control of deployed assets. 

What is remarkable and completely unacceptable is that a pro- 
gram costing on the order of $100 million intended to upgrade 110 
foot legacy cutters, lengthen them to 123 feet and extend their 
service lives has produced eight cracking hulks that are now tied 
up within a few miles of my house in Baltimore, unable to return 
to service and waiting for the scrap heap. 

And guess who paid for them. The American people. 

What is unconscionable is that the simple and straightforward 
expectations of Congress and, more importantly, the American tax- 
payers have not been met because of a combination of poor over- 
sight by the United States Coast Guard and poor performance by 
two of the world’s largest defense contracts, Lockheed Martin and 
Northrop Grumman. 
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I applaud the action taken yesterday by Admiral Thad Allen, the 
Commandant of the United States Coast Guard to begin to right 
what has become a floundering acquisitions effort veering far, far 
off course. I believe that this decisive leadership will put this pro- 
gram on a path to success. 

However, though the Commandant has taken bold steps to bring 
the systems integration functions back in-house, to rebid parts of 
the Deepwater contract and to ensure that assets are independ- 
ently certified against highest industry standards, it is essential 
that we learn the lessons of the past five years of Deepwater imple- 
mentation so that past errors are never repeated. 

I have said it before, and I will say it again. This is a Country 
that is able to send folks to the moon. We ought to be able to build 
ships that float. 

Today, therefore, we examine the 123 program. We will take a 
close look at all of the actions of the Coast Guard and its partner, 
the integrated Coast Guard systems team that contributed to the 
colossal failure of the program. We want to know why the Coast 
Guard and its partners went ahead with a design to lengthen the 
110 foot cutters despite warnings from the United States Navy that 
the hulls should have been strengthened before they were length- 
ened, warnings based on the Navy’s own experience lengthening 
the 170 foot Cyclone Class ships to 179 feet. 

We will also closely examine whether the equipment installed in- 
side the converted 123 foot boats met all contractual requirements 
and was designed to ensure safety of the crews, and I emphasize 
that, safety of the crews. We want to make sure that Coast Guard 
personnel are safe. 

Further, we want to examine whether the C4ISR Command and 
Control System was properly certified to ensure the protection of 
national security data. 

I applaud the willingness of the dedicated individuals, who 
worked in various capacities in the Deepwater program, to come 
forward today to share their concerns about what they experienced 
on that program and about the actions taken by managers leading 
the program. 

The Committee’s investigation also received critical assistance 
from an outside expert on TEMPEST process who has dedicated 
countless hours of his own personal time to analyzing TEMPEST 
certification process on the 123s. 

I thank Michael DeKort, Robert Braden, Scott Sampson and 
James Atkinson for their dedication to excellence. 

Our Committee shares their dedication. Therefore, while we ex- 
amine what must be done to ensure the success of Deepwater, we 
also will be examining what must be done to build acquisitions sys- 
tems and develop experienced management personnel within the 
Coast Guard who can assure that a single dollar is never, ever 
wasted in the procurement of a ship or plane for the Coast Guard 
fleet. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Oberstar. I thank the gentleman for his very strong state- 
ment and again for his very diligent work. 

I yield now to the gentleman from Ohio, the Ranking Member of 
the Subcommittee, Mr. LaTourette. 
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Mr. LaTourette. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I 
will try to move along expeditiously. I want to thank you and 
Chairman Cummings for holding this hearing. 

I have to say that I come to this hearing with a deep concern 
over the future success of the Deepwater program. As I indicated 
at the Subcommittee hearing in January, there is no more impor- 
tant issue facing the Coast Guard now than the delays and set- 
backs that are jeopardizing this program. 

This hearing today is going to focus on the conversion of the 110 
foot patrol boat fleet, and I believe that we will use this hearing 
to examine the roots of the problems that resulted in this failure, 
and I hope that what we look at is how the Coast Guard can apply 
the lessons learned to future acquisition projects. 

The original Deepwater contract, which has now run a number 
of years, established performance requirements for each asset and 
component system. It appears that in too many cases, the respon- 
sibilities to oversee, test and certify the construction and perform- 
ance of these assets and systems was invested in the contractors 
and not the Coast Guard. 

The Coast Guard has addressed these issues under Commandant 
Allen’s direction that was announced just yesterday, and I have 
confidence that the Coast Guard will take much more active role 
in reviewing and ultimately approving or disapproving asset de- 
signs, performance testing and compliance with contract require- 
ments. 

While I appreciate the Commandant’s new directives and willing- 
ness to address past problems, I remained concern by the number 
and nature of problems that seem to come to light every time this 
Committee holds a hearing. It appears that there were several op- 
portunities to make significant changes to the design and the struc- 
ture of the 123 foot patrol boat hull and that the Coast Guard 
chose not to take those corrective actions. 

As a result, the Coast Guard took possession of eight vessels that 
can’t be used for any mission by the Coast Guard and are now 
scheduled to be scrapped. The loss of these eight vessels and the 
impending delay in requiring more capable vessels hurts the Coast 
Guard’s ability to safeguard and secure our Nation’s waters and 
jeopardizes the safety of Coast Guardsmen that serve aboard in- 
creasingly aged and deteriorating vessels. 

I am further concerned by the apparent lack of control proce- 
dures that allow a contractor to install and self-certify component 
systems that have not been tested against industry or military 
standards. The Coast Guard is responsible for ensuring that the as- 
sets and systems that it accepts meet all terms and conditions of 
the contract and all relevant performance specifications. 

Under the Commandant’s new directions, the Coast Guard will 
take on additional responsibilities to verify compliance. I can’t em- 
phasize enough how critical these new responsibilities are for the 
future of the service. 

The Deepwater program and the assets that will acquired under 
Deepwater are critical to the Coast Guard’s future mission success. 
The men and women of the Coast Guard carry out brave and self- 
less service to our Nation each and every day, and we need to make 
sure that the Deepwater program is carried out in a way that the 
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best, most capable equipment is acquired to allow these Coast 
Guardsmen to carry out their important missions. 

I want to thank the witnesses for appearing today. 

Mr. Chairman, on the way over from my last series of votes, I 
mentioned some matters to Subcommittee Chairman Cummings, 
and I am not going to bring those up at this moment, but they do 
relate to issues that Mr. Mica was addressing. I hope that maybe 
the four of us could have a conversation in the future about some 
of those things. 

I thank you for your courtesy and yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Oberstar. I thank the gentleman for his statement, for his 
ever public spirited concern about the work of this Committee. 

We have had some difficulties in proceeding with this hearing be- 
cause we requested on March 20th documents from the Coast 
Guard. We did not get what we were requesting until April 6th and 
not until Subcommittee Chairman Cummings met with the Com- 
mandant did we get at 5:00 p.m., on Friday, April 13th, the full set 
of documents that we requested much earlier. That hampered and 
made difficult the task of structuring this hearing and getting the 
information we needed. So there have been some difficulties along 
the way. 

We made our best effort to include the Republican side in this 
process and gave to staff the names of witnesses right at the outset 
and how to contact and invited minority staff to conduct their own 
individual inquiry. 

Mr. LaTourette. Will the Chairman just yield? 

Mr. Oberstar. Yes, I will yield. 

Mr. LaTourette. I think the Chairman and the full Committee 
know that there is no member of Congress that I have greater re- 
spect for and even affection for than the Chairman. My invitation 
was that maybe as we move forward we can do a little bit better 
in talking to each other. 

Mr. Oberstar. Always, we always can do better, and we will. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you. 

Mr. Oberstar. Now I ask all witnesses to rise. 

Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth and 
nothing but the truth, so help you, God? 

[Witnesses respond in the affirmative.] 

Mr. Oberstar. Thank you. 

Mr. DeKort, we will begin with you. We welcome your statement. 
Again, I say that you have provided enormous service to the public 
and to the Committee, and I think in the long run, the Coast 
Guard, by the work that you have done. 

Please proceed. 
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TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL DEKORT, FORMER PROJECT MAN- 
AGEMENT SPECIALIST FOR 123 SYSTEMS, LOCKHEED MAR- 
TIN; ROBERT BRADEN, SENIOR TECHNICAL STAFF, PROC- 
ESSOR AND SYSTEMS DESIGN, LOCKHEED MARTIN; SCOTT 
SAMPSON, SECTION CHIEF OF THE DEVELOPMENT SECTION, 
U.S. COAST GUARD MAINTENANCE AND LOGISTICS COM- 
MAND ATLANTIC IN T H E VESSEL SPECIFICATIONS BRANCH; 
JAMES ATKINSON, PRESIDENT AND SENIOR ENGINEER, 
GRANITE ISLAND GROUP. 

Mr. DeKort. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for that comment. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. 
I deeply appreciate your taking the time to hear testimony on the 
C4ISR problems relating to the Deepwater effort. 

While I will be highlighting the C4ISR issues, I am sure you re- 
alize that they are only examples of the systemic engineering and 
management problems associated with this effort. The problems I 
will be describing are not simply mistakes. They were informed, de- 
liberate acts. 

As I will show, I have been trying to resolve these problems for 
almost four years after not being able to convince every level of 
management of every relevant organization in Lockheed Martin 
through to the CEO and board of directors, and I believe there is 
a timeline up that shows some of that information. As well as 
working with integrated Coast Guard systems, I turned to the ap- 
propriate Government agencies, public officials, whistleblower orga- 
nizations and when all else failed, the internet and the press for 
help. 

What needs to be understood here is that every one of these 
problems was easily resolved with off the shelf products well before 
any of the assets were delivered. Additionally, as the contract man- 
dates system commonality, every one of these problems is a can- 
didate for inclusion on every other maritime asset that ICGS deliv- 
ers for the lifetime of the contract. This plan, if allowed to come 
to fruition, will literally cripple the entire maritime fleet of the 
U.S. Coast Guard for decades. 

Before delving into the issues, I would like to tell you a little bit 
about my background. I was an electronics technician in the U.S. 
Navy for six years. I specialized in communications systems. After 
my enlistment ended, I spent a brief time in the private sector be- 
fore I joined the U.S. State Department as a communications engi- 
neer for embassy and consular duties as well as for the 
counterterrorism group. 

After leaving that organization, I became a systems engineer in 
Lockheed Martin. Through the years, I was promoted to project, 
program and engineering manager. During my last five years, I 
was a software project manager for Aegis Baseline 6/3, the lead 
systems engineer of C4ISR for the Deepwater effort and the soft- 
ware engineering manger for the NORAD efforts. It is the period 
where I held the C4ISR lead systems engineer position that is the 
focus of this testimony. 

At the point I joined the effort in the summer of 2003, the final 
design review had been completed, and most of the equipment had 
been purchased for the first several boats. In addition to creating 
a master schedule, I was tasked with identifying final deliverable 
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requirements and planning integration of the first boats. It was 
during this period that several critical safety and security issues 
came to my attention. 

The first problem was that we had purchased non-weatherproof 
radios for the Short Range Prosecutors or SRPs. The boats are 
small open aircraft that are constantly exposed to the environment. 
Upon first hearing about this issue, I have to admit I found it too 
incredible to believe. Who would put a non-weatherproof radio, the 
primary means of communication for the crew, on a boat with no 
protection from the elements? 

The individual who brought this to my attention strongly sug- 
gested I look into it no matter how incredible it sounded. I called 
the supplier of the radio who informed me it was true. We had pur- 
chased four radios for the first SRPs, and they were not weather- 
proof. As a matter of fact, the vendor asked me to not use the ra- 
dios on any of the SRPs which would eventually total 91 in all. 

Upon informing Lockheed management that the radios needed to 
be replaced, I was told that there was a design of record. This 
meant the customer had accepted our design at the conclusion of 
the critical design review and that we would make no changes that 
would cause cost or schedule impacts. As a matter of fact, we or- 
dered five more radios after I went to management about the prob- 
lem in order to prepare for the next set of boats we were contracted 
to modify. 

I tried for several months to get the radios replaced. 

Just before delivery of the first 123 and its associated SRP, the 
customer asked to test the system. Coincidentally, it rained on test 
day. During the testing, several radios shorted out. It should be 
noted that had we not tested the boats in the rain on that day, we 
would have delivered that system, and it would have failed the 
very first time it was used. 

After this, I was told we would go back to the radio that origi- 
nally came with the SRPs. 

I believe that this example more than any other demonstrates 
the lengths the ICGS parties were willing to go to hold to schedule 
and budget while sacrificing the safety and security of the crew. 

The next problem uncovered involved the video surveillance sys- 
tem. The Coast Guard wanted a system that would permit watch- 
ing the boats when in a Coast Guard port without someone having 
to be physically on the boats. Our solution was to provide a video 
surveillance system that had significant blind spots leaving the 
bridge or pilot house vulnerable to penetration. 

The most frustrating part about this issue is that the simple pur- 
chase and installation of a fifth camera would have resolved the 
problem. Bear in mind, we knew about the need for the extra cam- 
era several months before the first 123 was delivered. 

Another problem we discovered involved low smoke cables. There 
was a requirement to install low smoke cables so that in case of 
a fire, flames do not spread quickly, equipment is not overly ex- 
posed to corrosive smoke and the crew is not exposed to a large 
amount of toxic fumes. In a recent report, the Inspector General for 
the Department of Homeland Security confirmed that over 80 of 
these cables are the wrong type and that the waiver the Coast 
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Guard gave to the contractor so they could avoid having to provide 
these cables was invalid. 

The next issue involved communications security and the stand- 
ards necessary to ensure those communications are safeguarded 
from the eavesdropping or inadvertent transmission of crosstalk. 
These standards are known as TEMPEST. We installed non-shield- 
ed cables, 101 in all, on all of the 123s, cables that did not meet 
standard TEMPEST safety and security requirements as borne out 
by their failing of the visual inspection which was carried out by 
the appropriate testing authority. 

This situation could lead to serious compromise of secure commu- 
nications not only for the Coast Guard but for other Government 
organizations such as DOD, FBI and DEA. I was informed that we 
had included these cables in the design because we had not bid the 
TEMPEST requirement and, as such, we decided we did not have 
the money to include them. 

The final significant problem was that of the survivability of the 
external mounted equipment. I saved this one for last because of 
how serious the repercussions are for the Coast Guard and the Na- 
tion, the fact that the DHS IG agreed completely with my allega- 
tion relative to this issue, the incredible position Lockheed Martin 
has taken on this issue and the fact that the Coast Guard seems 
willing to allow them to get away with it. 

Shortly before the first 123 was delivered, we finally received the 
environmental requirements. During the late review of the require- 
ments —I am sorry —of the equipment for compliance, well after the 
design review and purchase of the equipment, we found the very 
first item we looked into would not meet environmental require- 
ments. Given this failure, we feared the rest of the equipment may 
not meet environmental requirements. 

Let me state this in simple terms. This meant the Coast Guard 
ships that utilized this equipment would not operate in conditions 
that could include heavy rain, heavy seas, high winds and extreme 
temperatures. 

When I brought this information to Lockheed management, they 
directed me and my team to stop looking in to whether or not the 
rest of the equipment met these requirements. This meant that all 
of the externally mounted equipment being used for the critical 
communication, command and control and navigation systems 
might fail in harsh environments. Since that time, we have learned 
through the DHS IG report on the 123s that 30 items on the 123s 
and at least a dozen items installed on the SRPs did not meet envi- 
ronmental requirements. 

In addition to their technical and contractual findings, the IG 
also made some of Lockheed Martin’s responses on this issue 
known in that report. Incredibly, the IG states that Lockheed Mar- 
tin incorrectly stated in their self-certification documents that 
there were no applicable requirements stipulating what the envi- 
ronmental requirements were in regard to weather, and they actu- 
ally stated that they viewed the certification of those requirements 
as “not really beneficial.” 

In addition, the IG states that the Coast Guard did not know the 
boats were non-compliant until July of 2005, one and a half years 
after the first 123 was delivered. The report also states that none 
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of these problems were fixed, not on any of the delivered boats. 
That, along with this issue not being called out in the DD-250 ac- 
ceptance documents, supports my supposition that Lockheed Mar- 
tin purposefully withheld this information from the Coast Guard. 

Finally, the IG states that Lockheed’s position on them passing 
the self-certification without testing these items was the right 
thing to do because they thought the tests would be “time con- 
suming, expensive and of limited value.” Bear in mind that the 
contractors have stated time and time again in front of this and 
other oversight committees that they do not practice self-certifi- 
cation. 

Where does this situation leave us? Had the hulls not cracked or 
the cracks not appeared for some time, ICGS would have delivered 
49 123s and 91 SRPs with the problems I described. 

In addition to that, the Deepwater Project is a system of systems 
effort. What this means is that the contractor is directed to deliver 
solutions that would provide common equipment sets for all C4ISR 
systems. Said differently, all the equipment for like systems need 
to match unless there is an overwhelming reason not to. 

This means that every faulty system I have described here will 
be installed on every other maritime asset delivered over the life- 
time of the effort. This includes the FRCs, the OPCs and the NSCs. 
If we don’t stop this from happening, ICGS will deliver assets with 
these and other problems. I believe this could cripple the effective- 
ness of the Coast Guard and their ability to perform their missions 
for decades to come. 

How have the ICGS parties reacted to the totality of these alle- 
gations? At first, Lockheed and the U.S. Coast Guard, as stated by 
the ICGS organization, responded to my allegations by saying they 
were baseless, had no merit or that all of the issues were handled 
contractually. That evolved after the IG report came out to them, 
stating that the requirements had gray areas and later by actually 
deciding, after the systems were accepted and the problems were 
found, that in some cases the Coast Guard exaggerated their needs 
as was their comment regarding the environmental survivability 
problems. 

Up until the announcement yesterday, I have heard a lot of dis- 
cussion about the changing of the ICGS contract structure, the fix- 
ing of the requirement, reorganizing the Coast Guard and adding 
more oversight. While all of those things are beneficial, they in no 
way solve the root problem. Had the ICGS organization listened to 
the Engineering Logistics Center or ELC and my recommendations, 
there would be no problems on these boats. We wouldn’t be talking 
about more oversight or making sweeping changes. Instead, we 
would be discussing what a model program Deepwater is. 

I guarantee you that had the changes that were made up until 
yesterday, yesterday’s announcement, been made four or five years 
ago, it wouldn’t have mattered. Even with the incestuous ICGS ar- 
rangement, the less than perfect requirements and minimal over- 
sight, there was plenty of structure in place and information avail- 
able to do the right thing. It is not practical to think that one can 
provide an ironclad set of requirements and an associated contract 
that will avoid all problems. 
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All that was needed were leaders who were competent and eth- 
ical in any one of the key contractor or Coast Guard positions. Any 
one of dozens of people could have simply done the right thing on 
this effort and changed the course of events that have followed. It 
is because of that that I strongly suggest you shift, suggest you 
focus, your focus shift to one of accountability in an effort to pro- 
vide a deterrent. 

No matter what structure these parties put in place, no matter 
what spin they come up with or promises they make, no matter 
how many people you spend taxpayer dollars to employ to provide 
more oversight, it still comes down to people. We wouldn’t need 
more oversight if the ICGS parties would have done as they prom- 
ised when they bid the effort. 

They told the Coast Guard: We know you have a lack of per- 
sonnel with the right skills. Let us help you. Let us be your trusted 
agent. Let us help write the requirements so we can provide you 
cutting edge solutions. Let us write the test procedures and self- 
certify so we can meet the challenges we all face in a post-9/11 
world. 

In the end, people have to do the right thing and know that 
when they don’t, the consequences will be swift and appropriate. I 
strongly believe that especially in a time of war the conduct of 
these organizations has been appalling. 

As such, I would hope that this Committee and other relevant 
agencies with jurisdiction will do the right thing and hold people 
in these organizations accountable. All defense contractors and em- 
ployees of the Government need to know that the high ethical 
standards, high ethical standards are not matters of convenience. 
If you do not hold these people and organizations accountable, you 
will simply be repackaging the same problems and have no way of 
ensuring the problems don’t happen again on this or any other ef- 
fort. 

In closing, I am offering to help you, help in any way I can to 
remedy these issues. As I told the Commandant, Commandant Al- 
len’s staff and Lockheed Martin before my employment was termi- 
nated, I want to be part of the fix. With the right people in place 
in the right positions, this project can be put back on track rapidly. 

I would like to thank you again for the opportunity to testify and 
look forward to answering your questions. 

Mr. Oberstar. Thank you very much for a very thorough, 
thoughtful and well structured statement. 

Mr. Braden, would you identify yourself and then proceed with 
your statement? 

Mr. Braden. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee. 

My name is Robert Braden, and I have over 40 years of engineer- 
ing experience including nearly 30 years of service with Lockheed 
Martin Corporation. I am currently employed by Lockheed as a 
senior technical staff at Moorestown, New Jersey. In this position, 
I am often expected to provide program and project leadership for 
a variety of programs. 

In early 2003, I was requested to join the U.S. Coast Guard 
Deepwater program as a lead system engineer for the Communica- 
tion Area Master Stations or CAMS and Legacy Cutter program. 
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That program was to do upgrades of three different classes of cut- 
ters that did not include the 123s. Program objectives were to pro- 
vide enhanced satellite communications and modern C4ISR sys- 
tems for these existing Legacy assets. 

This included installations, upgrades and new capabilities for 39 
existing Legacy Cutters. We provided significantly improved sat- 
ellite bandwidth, improved shipboard networks, new law-marine 
radios, new Automatic Identification Systems and expanded secret 
internet protocol router networks, or SIPRNET, communications 
capabilities. These improved SIPRNET capabilities provide the 
Legacy fleet with the ability to significantly improve coordination 
with law enforcement and homeland security actions with the U.S. 
Navy and within the Coast Guard. 

After completing the total replan of the program, we submitted 
an aggressive fixed price proposal to the Coast Guard. Unfortu- 
nately, the Coast Guard contracting office continued to extend ne- 
gotiations all the way to the end of the fiscal year. This required 
Lockheed Martin to either stop work or independently fund the 
continued engineering and procurement of our long lead material. 
Lockheed elected to support the aggressive Deepwater deployment 
objectives of Admiral Stillman and provided several million dollars 
of internal risk funding to allow my team to obtain the material, 
integrate the system and prepare for the first installations. 

During this same period of development and design, I was en- 
gaged in intensive dialogue with my Coast Guard contracts tech- 
nical representative, with the Coast Guard’s ships integration per- 
sonnel and with the Coast Guard’s top communications security or- 
ganization known as TISCOM. 

The purpose was to determine and negotiate all requirements for 
the Ci^S/Legacy installations. Our key objective was to provide a 
communications installation that would immediately achieve a 
SIPRNET Interim Authority to Operate followed shortly thereafter 
by a full Authority to Operate. The reason that was important was 
that these ships were in port for a limited period of time. When 
those ships left port, our installation needed to allow the crew to 
immediately use the new secure capabilities. 

I was also fully engaged in weekly program integration meetings 
involving all Moorestown management of the Deepwater program. 
These PIT meetings were mandatory every week and covered all 
aspects of the pro^am and included at every meeting, U.S. Coast 
Guard representatives and generally included representatives from 
the ICGS or Integrated Coast Guard Systems organization. The 
purposes of the meetings were to ensure coordination among the 
various programs and maintain commonality among all the assets. 
Topics included status of the system of systems activities, the 
CAMS/Legacy Cutter upgrades, the 123 foot cutter conversion pro- 
gram and the other various assets. 

Approximately once each month, the PIT meetings. Program In- 
tegration Team meetings, would expand to a full Deepwater pro- 
gram review with all management present, and that usually in- 
cluded the ICGS, the different subcontractors as well as the Coast 
Guard officers. 

On numerous occasions, I presented the design, installation and 
security briefings appropriate to my cutter class to ensure coordina- 
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tion of our CAMS and Legacy plans. During these PIT meetings, 
the various LSEs or Lead System Engineers would become aware 
of the problems and issues faced by their counterparts. So part of 
the purpose of the meeting was to make sure we compared notes 
and make sure that we all met a common design. We would occa- 
sionally compare notes to see if a common resolution to our prob- 
lems were possible. 

Often, the aggressive pace of my own project and the structure 
of the Deepwater program required that my team maintain focus 
on our own design issues. However, whenever I found an issue that 
concerned me and I was unable to influence a change, I would ad- 
vise upper management of the problem. 

In August, 2003, my team began upgrades of the CAMSLANT or 
master station Atlantic facility and installation of the first Deep- 
water sea-based asset, the U.S. Coast Guard Cutter, Northland. We 
completed these installations within one month, thereby estab- 
lishing the milestone of the first successful asset delivery to the 
Coast Guard Deepwater program. By year end, we followed this 
achievement with a successful installation of the Deepwater C4ISR 
suite aboard the cutter Tampa. 

The subsequent string of successful installations has been a con- 
tinuing source of personal satisfaction for my design and installa- 
tion team, and I personally take great pride in expeditiously and 
cost effectively completing the first successful and compliant Deep- 
water installations in the history of the program. 

I continued to manage and guide the installation of the first nine 
270 foot Legacy Cutters and developed the design and installation 
procedures for the remaining 210 and 378 foot cutters. In March, 
2004, I was removed from the Deepwater program and transferred 
to another program. 

This concludes my testimony. I would be pleased to answer any 
questions the Committee may have. 

Mr. Oberstar. Thank you, Mr. Braden. 

Mr. Sampson, please identify yourself and proceed with your tes- 
timony. 

Mr. Sampson. Good afternoon. Congressman Oberstar, Congress- 
man Cummings and distinguished Committee and Subcommittee 
members. 

My name is Scott Sampson. I have been requested to come before 
you today to discuss my involvement with the 123 program as asso- 
ciated with the Deepwater program. 

I have a unique perspective of this program in that I work for 
the DOD agency which expressed grave concern about a potential 
extension of a 110 foot patrol boat to 123 feet, then changed jobs 
to work for a Coast Guard office which supports these modified cut- 
ters. Today, I will tell you about the people I communicated my 
concerns to that were unfortunately realized. 

If I may request, Mr. Chairman, I would like my written state- 
ment entered into the record. 

Mr. Oberstar. Without objection, so ordered. Your statement 
will be included in the record. 

Mr. Sampson. Thank you, sir. 

The DOD agency I worked for was the Combatant Craft Division, 
a detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center Carderock Divi- 
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sion, otherwise known as CCD. CCD had designed a similar exten- 
sion on a similar platform and felt, based on lessons learned, that 
the proposed method of modification of the 110 was at a high risk 
for failure. 

While I was with CCD, three key contacts were made to express 
concerns over the proposed design modification. The first was Debu 
Ghosh of the Coast Guard’s Engineering Logistics Center. Mr. 
Ghosh was the Branch Chief of the Boat Engineering Branch. Sec- 
ond was Diane Burton of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Program 
Office. Ms. Burton was the Deepwater Surface Technical Director. 
The third person that was contacted was Dennis Fanguy of 
Bollinger Shipyard. The Fanguy was the head of their engineering 
department. 

These conversations were conducted in the August to September, 
2002 timeframe with the exception of Mr. Fanguy who was con- 
tacted shortly thereafter. 

It was explained to each of these individuals not only concerns 
associated with the proposed modification of the 110 but where 
those concerns stem from as they pertain to a similar experience 
with a Navy craft. These concerns centered around several items 
but specifically included longitudinal strength, running trim and 
engineering experience. 

Mr. Ghosh appeared to share our concerns and attempted to hire 
Combatant Craft to assist with oversight. Specifically, Mr. Ghosh 
requested and I provided a statement of work and an estimate to 
provide 14 days of on site support at Bollinger shipyard, assisting 
the two naval architects and also to supply a sea keeping analysis 
comparing the 110 to the 123. The estimate for this level of support 
was $42,000. 

Mr. Ghosh told me shortly thereafter that the Deepwater Pro- 
gram Office would not supply the funding. 

Conversations with the other two contacts, Ms. Burton and Mr. 
Fanguy were short and with little discussion. 

The Matagorda was inducted into Bollinger Shipyard on the 2nd 
of February, 2003. On the 5th of March, 2004, the MATAGORDA 
was delivered back to the Coast Guard and on the 10th of May, 
2004, entered a Post Delivery Maintenance Availability. Within 
days of leaving this availability in the early part of September, 
2004, Matagorda suffered damage in the middle of the cutter, buck- 
ling the side shell and deck. 

This is the type of longitudinal failure that the Combatant Craft 
Division anticipated seeing and had warned the Coast Guard and 
Bollinger Shipyard about. This predicted failure occurred not as a 
result of fatigue or corrosion but rather from one short period of 
operation in a sea reported to be four to six feet in height. This lon- 
gitudinal bending failure was acknowledge in a report issued by 
ELC entitled Matagorda Buckling Incident Analysis dated 24 Sep- 
tember, 2004, and verified our concerns expressed in August of 
2002. 

After two attempts to make the 123s usable for service, the Coast 
Guard made the decision to lay the vessels up until a final decision 
could be made as to whether or not they could be repaired. The 
Coast Guard made this decision after extensive inspection of the 
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cutters. All eight cutters are currently located at the Coast Guard 
Yard. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I will he more than 
happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Mr. Oberstar. Thank you very much, Mr. Sampson. That is very 
critical testimony for the inquiry of the Committee. 

I have heard a couple of cell phones or other devices going off. 
Under the Committee rules, all communication devices must he in- 
audible. Turn them off or put them on vibrate. 

Mr. Atkinson, you may feel free in your remarks to respond to 
the issues raised by Mr. Mica earlier. 

Mr. Atkinson. Thank you, sir. 

My name is James Atkinson. I am the President and Senior En- 
gineer of Granite Island Group located in Gloucester, Massachu- 
setts. 

We specialize in electronics engineering. We perform bug sweeps. 
We perform wiretap detection. We stop technical espionage. We 
plug leaks both in classified and unclassified communications sys- 
tems. Essentially, we hunt spies. 

I am considered to be one of the top international experts on the 
subject matter of TSCM, TEMPEST and technical security. I have 
attended private and Government-sponsored TSCM, TEMPEST, 
cryptograph, technical intelligence, electronics and security train- 
ing both in the United States and abroad. I have been involved in 
many hundreds of TSCM, TEMPEST inspections over the last 25 
years of Government service and private sector assignments. 

My clients include major heads of major corporations, heads of 
state, diplomats. Government agencies, defense contractors, hos- 
pitals, courthouses, political leaders, ministers, small business, 
large ministers in virtually walk of our Country. 

Due to the nature of my, of the services I render to my clients, 
it would not be prudent to disclose precisely who they are. How- 
ever, I have been to Washington, D.C. many times on business to 
render such services. 

I am one of the few people who can clearly explain the highly 
technical and highly classified subject matters such as TEMPEST 
and TSCM to this Committee in an unclassified way so that a non- 
technical layman can understand it, and I can provide a voice of 
reason. 

The documents in this matter are highly technical, and it takes 
a TEMPEST and TSCM expert to fully understand what is really 
in those documents, what it really represents and what they really 
mean and to bring forth the gravity of what is really going on. 

The core message here is that TEMPEST is a rigorous series of 
Government standards which have been developed by the National 
Security Agency. The purpose is to protect classified equipment, 
signals and information from eavesdropping. TEMPEST focuses on 
securing classified equipment and systems in order to keep elec- 
tronics from leaking secrets. 

Our foreign adversaries know about TEMPEST and the related 
fields and know how to steal our electronic secrets from equipment 
that does not comply with these rigorous standards. For example, 
the nations of Cuba, Iran, India, China, Colombia, France, North 
Korea and many other countries have become quite adept at eaves- 
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dropping on our improperly protected classified equipment. While 
most countries are our allies, the United States has designated 
over 30 nations to he openly hostile to the United States, and there 
is strong evidence that these countries not only do have the equip- 
ment to eavesdrop on our leaking equipment but do so on a regular 
basis. 

Gentleman, it is my unpleasant duty to inform you that the 
Coast Guard, ICGS and Lockheed Martin have been highly neg- 
ligent in their oversight of the Deepwater program, that many mil- 
lions of dollars has been wasted on ships that don’t float and elec- 
tronics, classified electronics which leak national security secrets. 

During my review of the technical documents in this matter, I 
discovered that the United States Coast Guard was not being forth- 
coming with information to this Committee and that the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security Office of Inspector General had pre- 
viously requested in regards to C4ISR and TEMPEST issues. I 
found that instead they were hiding malfeasance within these doc- 
uments and a deeply flawed procurement process. 

Further review determined that there was significant lack of 
oversight on the part of the United States Coast Guard and that 
they were using doublespeak in their answers to this Committee 
and evading politically uncomfortable questions put before them. 

Based on the analysis of the numerous documents to include de- 
tailed TEMPEST reports which the Coast Guard eventually, albeit 
begrudgingly, provided to the Committee, I was able to determine 
the following: 

From the very beginning, the very first day of the program, the 
Coast Guard did not clearly define the technical specifications and 
standards that these ships had to comply with in order to protect 
the classified information. The contractor, in turn, delivered sub- 
standard and highly defective assets as there was little or no Coast 
Guard oversight on the project even though the Government was 
paying the contractor to provide oversight as the integrator. 

The Coast Guard accepted delivery of these defective ships and, 
instead of correcting many of the defects, merely covered them up 
with waivers or used substandard parts to create the illusion of a 
repair. An example is unclassified and classified local area network 
connection boxes were supposed to be separated from each other. 
The Coast Guard chose to resolve this problem merely by putting 
stickers on the equipment as opposed to fixing it. So they patched 
a leak with a Post-It note. 

Not only has the contractor responsible for this waste butchered 
eight valuable ships and rendered them worthless, they have en- 
dangered national security in delivering ships that leak secrets, 
contain significant vulnerabilities and which provide a clear and 
present danger to our national security. The Coast Guard was and 
still is spending money like a drunken sailor on shore leave with 
minimal oversight. The Coast Guard lacks the core competencies 
and resources to protect this classified information through their 
TEMPEST program. ICGS has taken advantage of the United 
States after 9/11 and has taken advantage of the Coast Guard in 
particular. The Coast Guard put more priority on its public rela- 
tions than it did with their TEMPEST program. 
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My recommendations is that this Committee pull the plug on the 
Coast Guard’s access to classified information, that it revoke 
SIPRNET access and essentially revoke the Coast Guard’s security 
clearance. This should be done by the end of business today. 

Also, I recommend that you initiate an exhaustive top-down 
study of all COMSEC, Coast Guard COMSEC, TEMPEST, NON- 
STOP, TSCM, emission security and related technical security and 
engineering disciplines and focus on all assets of the Coast Guard 
not just the Deepwater ships. 

I recommend that this Committee assume every Coast Guard 
asset is suspect until it can be scientifically proven secure through 
actual instrumented analysis and not just waivered as has been the 
case of late. 

I recommend that all eight cutters be stripped of anything of 
value and that they be sold off as scrap metal, cancel or suspend 
all current or upcoming contracts with ICGS and Lockheed Martin 
until this matter can be fully resolved and consider issuing an in- 
terim debarment against Lockheed Martin and ICGS until their 
full management has been forthcoming with appropriate answers. 

Also, refuse to allow the Coast Guard to possess, access, obtain 
materials or gain access to any classified networks until each asset 
has been subjected to a rigorous and independent, highly detailed 
technical inspection by somebody outside of the Coast Guard. 

Refuse to allow the Coast Guard to purchase any further tactical 
or Deepwater assets unless other elements of the United States 
Government provide very close oversight over the specifications, de- 
signs and procurement of such systems. The natural agency to as- 
sist the Coast Guard with this would be the U.S. Navy who should 
handle the procurement and oversight of the Coast Guard assets 
until such time the Coast Guard is competent and can be trusted 
to do this themselves which they have not been able to of late. 

Identify the command level officers within the Coast Guard who 
had the ultimate responsibility for the oversight of this program 
and then remove them from any further Government service. 

Einally, we have to assume that the Department of Homeland 
Security is not competent in these matters and that their lack of 
oversight is widespread and institutionalized. 

Patrick Henry stated years ago that we are apt to shut our eyes 
against a painful truth, but for my part I am willing to know the 
whole truth, to know the worst of it and to provide for it. 

Gentleman, this project was doomed to fail from the very begin- 
ning. When modern electronics operate, they generate electro- 
magnetic fields. Digital computers, radios, typewriters and so on 
generate tremendous amounts of electromagnetic energy. Compro- 
mising emanations is that electromagnetic energy. This can be con- 
ducted through the airwaves, over the power lines, over the phone 
lines, cable TV. 

The TEMPEST standards are very rigid as to how these ema- 
nations are controlled. The Coast Guard completely disregarded all 
of these specifications except one, and the one which they chose to 
pay attention to, they evaded on it significantly. 

Most of consumer market equipment leaks significantly. How- 
ever, if somebody’s computer leaks a little bit of information, they 
may have personal embarrassment. If a National Security Cutter 
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or a Coast Guard Cutter or a B2B Bomber or other tactical equip- 
ment leaks, national security is at risk. 

This project was doomed to failure. It boils down to two core 
issues, a lack of oversight and malfeasance. 

On the issue of my mission statement, the mission statement 
was actually published many years ago. It says that I hunt spies 
and I hunt bad people. That is what it says. 

Lockheed Martin has a real problem with this because that issue 
was brought up repeatedly by Lockheed Martin previously after 
their security people were caught dealing with convicted felons to 
purchase illegal bugging equipment and to do moonlighting. This 
issue was brought up by Lockheed Martin and provided to the 
Coast Guard. I have a full audit trail from my web site logs of 
them doing this. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Oberstar. Thank you very much, Mr. Atkinson. 

Mr. Atkinson has used and throughout the testimony we hear 
the word, the acronym, TEMPEST, which stands for Telecommuni- 
cations Electronics Material Protected from Emanating Spurious 
Transmission. A layman’s definition might be unclassified signals 
that leak from improperly shields cables. 

You can go to Radio Shack and buy a device that can tap into 
a model that is not properly shielded and get fax information and 
get computer information from your neighbor’s home if you wish to 
do that. 

NATO electronic spies in Germany in the 1950s discovered that 
they could break into classified information by using unclassified 
signals that allowed them to trace back into the heart of technology 
in use. That is why the issue of TEMPEST is so critically impor- 
tant here. We will come to that later. 

We have a series of four votes on the floor. We have eight min- 
utes remaining on the first vote. We will recess for the four votes 
and resume immediately thereafter with Mr. Cummings in the 
Chair. 

The Committee stands in recess. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Cummings. [Presiding] Ladies and gentlemen, we are going 
to resume the hearing. We left off with Mr. Atkinson had finished 
testimony. 

I want to thank our panelists for your remarks. 

I am going to start off with a few questions. 

Mr. DeKort, you mentioned in your testimony that you brought 
a number of matters to the attention of senior Lockheed manage- 
ment. How high did you take these issues and what responses did 
you receive? 

Mr. DeKort. I took the matters to the CEO, Robert Stevens, on 
at least two occasions and the board of directors, and the response 
I received was that the allegations were baseless or had no merit, 
and I believe that was based on Lockheed’s contention that they 
had disclosed all the issues to the Coast Guard or resolved them 
and they were handled contractually. 

Mr. Cummings. Did you ever contact the Coast Guard directly? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. Since you did that, who did you contact? 
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Mr. DeKort. I contacted a Commander Ciampaglio and Mr. 
Jacoby who is here. I contacted Lieutenant Commander Durr who 
was the, I believe on the Commandant’s staff at the time. I con- 
tacted a group commander of the boats in Key West, and I think 
that is it. 

Mr. Cummings. What kind of responses did you receive? 

Mr. DeKort. Well, thank you was the response I got. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, we will look into it. 

Mr. Cummings. But no thank you? 

Mr. DeKort. They didn’t say the no thank you part. I under- 
stand your point. 

Mr. Cummings. As a Lockheed employee, had you ever been in- 
volved in another Lockheed project in which the company failed to 
meet contractual requirements in the way that you describe on the 
Deepwater program? 

Had you worked on any other contracts? 

Mr. DeKort. Not of the same type or scale, no, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. What was your role in the installation of the 
TEMPEST hardware in the 123s? 

Mr. DeKort. I was the lead system engineer for the 123s for 
C4ISR which meant that the final design, the installation was my 
responsibility and basically the final design. Like I explained in my 
statement, I came on board after the final design review, and so 
everything was pretty much locked in concrete at that point, and 
they ordered all the materials. 

The reason why the requirements were brought back up is be- 
cause as I understand it, after the Rand study, the Coast Guard 
asserted a more aggressive posture in rolling out the programs be- 
cause the Rand study had said, if you want 100 percent mission 
satisfaction, you have to pull back your schedule 5 or 10 years, and 
they actually recommended 10, and I believe that is what precip- 
itated us rolling out the 123s differently than was originally pro- 
posed. 

Originally, there was something called Increment 1. Increment 1 
was the first set of requirements. When I took over the systems en- 
gineer role, they decided to deliver an Increment 0 which was a 
subset of Increment 1. So we were trying to decide what would that 
subset be and what were the requirements associated with it. Did 
we deliver them entirely, not at all, partially? 

Part of my job was to figure out what Increment 0 was. And 
then, as I was figuring out what Increment 0 was, I was asking 
then well, what is our implementation? What is it we are doing to 
resolve that requirement and where are we in going down that 
road? 

Mr. Cummings. Did you all ever come to any conclusions as to 
what would be the standard? 

You just talked about the conversations you may have had, and 
I am trying to determine whether or not there was clarity at some 
point with regard to what those standards would be. 

Mr. DeKort. Well, there was basically from the very beginning, 
sir, a difference of opinion. 

When these issues were brought forward, the response was, and 
it occurred over and over again, we have a design of record, and 
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what that meant was we don’t want to hear it. If what you are 
bringing to me is an issue that is going to cause any schedule or 
financial problems or cost problems, we are not going to change it. 
We are not going to do anything. 

Mr. Cummings. I take it you had some concerns about the way 
things were proceeding. Is that correct? 

Mr. DeKort. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. What were your major concerns or fears? 

Mr. DeKort. Well, individually, I think the issues are pretty se- 
vere. I mean it is the Coast Guard. So if you are putting equipment 
on Coast Guard vessels — and I am talking about every Coast 
Guard vessel for the next 20 years, everything that Deepwater 
does — that won’t survive the elements, okay, that is bad enough. 

You can’t use their classified systems without compromising and 
have somebody eavesdrop. 

You have low smoke cables that if they catch on fire could cause 
someone to be overcome with smoke or make the fire spread faster. 

The blind spots on the surveillance system, the blind spots were 
very, very large, and they led right up to the bridge. 

So, individually, some of those issue are pretty significant. In 
total, I don’t think it is an overstatement to say that if they contin- 
ued, it would have crippled the Coast Guard. Had these boats not 
cracked or had they not cracked for some period of time, all 49 
boats would have been delivered with these issues. 

Mr. Cummings. The ICGS team produced a document called 
Evaluation of TEMPEST Requirements to be Followed Aboard the 
Deepwater 123 Island Class Patrol Boat, and it was authored by 
a Jo Agat. Are you familiar with that document? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. It is dated February 20th, 2003. Is that correct? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. To your knowledge, were the procedures for in- 
stalling the TEMPEST hardware spelled in this guide followed dur- 
ing the installation of the C4ISR hardware on the 123s? 

Mr. DeKort. No, sir, the majority were not followed. 

Mr. Cummings. This document, I guess this was the Bible as far 
as the guide is concerned, is that right, as to what you are sup- 
posed to be doing? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. If I could, a little bit of history: As I un- 
derstand it, going back to the beginning, there was some disagree- 
ment or lack of understanding on Lockheed’s part of what it meant 
to do TEMPEST and to have TEMPEST, and as such, as it was ex- 
plained to me, it wasn’t bid or at least not entirely. 

Well, at some point, Lockheed realized that they had classified 
circuits. As soon as you put these classified circuits on a boat, you 
assume TEMPEST. It is part of the deal. It is what happens. So 
they asked an internal engineer to go tell them what they needed 
to do in order to satisfy those requirements, and keep in mind this 
is after the bid had been accepted and they had already started. 

Mr. Cummings. So what you are saying is that the bid had been 
accepted. 

Mr. DeKort. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. The requirements were not online to be met with 
regard to TEMPEST. 
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Mr. DeKort. They literally didn’t know what needed to be done. 

Mr. Cummings. The Coast Guard did not know? 

Mr. DeKort. No, no, no, Lockheed. 

Mr. Cummings. Lockheed. 

Mr. DeKort. Lockheed did not know, at the time they asked for 
that report internally, exactly what they needed to do to satisfy the 
TEMPEST requirement. 

Mr. Cummings. That is a very strong statement you just made. 
You understand you are talking about Lockheed Martin, do you 
not? 

Mr. DeKort. Oh, yes, sir. You don’t — I am sorry. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me finish. 

You are talking about an organization that is known worldwide 
for producing all kinds of systems in this realm. You understand 
that? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. I am saying they weren’t competent. 

Mr. Cummings. I am sorry. 

Mr. DeKort. I am saying they weren’t competent, and I can ex- 
plain how they got to that position. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, tell me. 

Mr. DeKort. And this was explained to me by Mr. Bruce 
Winterstine who is on one of the panels. I was actually on the pro- 
posal team for three days. 

During that period when I came in, I had asked Mr. Winterstine 
how the bid was going to be structured, and they explained to me 
that the Moorestown group that primarily does Aegis was going to 
be the lead group and that previously to that there had been an- 
other group that was going to be involved or lead out of Eagan, 
Minnesota where the C4ISR engineers were. 

And they said, well, we are going to bid it out of Moorestown so 
we can leverage Aegis which strategically is a great idea. Aegis is 
a fantastic system. I understand why you would want to leverage 
it. 

But I told them. I said, look, you people are Aegis engineers, 
okay, and you have a software background. You need to go back to 
Eagan, Minnesota, get the C4ISR experts and have them as part 
of your team. 

And I was told no, we don’t need to do that. 

And I asked why, and they said because Aegis is difficult. We 
have been doing it for 30 years. We know what we are doing. The 
C4ISR area is easy. We will figure it out, no problem. We don’t 
need that other group. 

Okay, that is literally how it happened. It is a perfect storm, sir. 

So when you get into an aggressive bidding situation where you 
have to move out fast, you may have underbid and your staff and 
not in all cases. 

Let me say here that there are some very dedicated people, lower 
level engineers, who worked extremely hard and some who did 
have the background required, but there weren’t nearly enough of 
them, okay. So they literally shut out the C4ISR experts that they 
had in the company. 

Of course, sir, Lockheed Martin is the world’s largest defense 
contractor. They have over 100,000 employees. They have plenty of 
people, sir, who know how to do this well, and I recommended to 
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them that they go back to Minnesota and get those people, and 
they said no. I fought the issue for three days, and they removed 
me from the proposal team. 

Mr. Cummings. So, basically, what you are saying is that the 
contracted personnel and the Coast Guard personnel working on 
the C4ISR, the system, you are saying they weren’t qualified to un- 
derstand TEMPEST, TEMPEST requirements? 

Mr. DeKort. I am saying, sir, that the people who were involved 
at the time, who were working on the proposal at the time I was 
there, were not. What they were doing is since Aegis is a very large 
command and control system, a very complicated, large command 
and control system, I believe they were trying to leverage that ex- 
pertise. 

The ironic part is C4ISR in these areas since it is all off the 
shelf, compared to Aegis is actually much easier to figure out. 
There is not a lot of complicated engineering. However, you still 
need to know what you are doing. 

Mr. Cummings. Overall, why do you think the 123s had so much 
difficulty achieving TEMPEST certification? 

Mr. DeKort. Because when you have 100 cables that are not the 
right type, I mean you run into problems. 

TEMPEST can be moderately difficult on a very small craft be- 
cause of very tight space constraints. So a lot of engineering and 
thought has to be put into how do you co-locate systems that are 
red and black. Mr. Atkinson can explain later, but basically red 
and black are just classifications for the part of the system that is 
clear and unencrypted and the part of the system that is encrypted 
and not clear. 

Well, it is very difficult to do on a small ship, but to go the extra 
degree to not actually purchase the equipment that is very, very 
basic to TEMPEST requirements just starts you off at a very bad 
place. In DOD and the State Department, sir, everybody used the 
proper shielded cable. It was the backbone or one of the backbone 
items that you always do, and they didn’t do it because of cost. 

Mr. Cummings. The Department of Homeland Security IG indi- 
cates that the contractor on the 123, Mr. DeKort, used aluminum 
mylar shielded cable as part of the cutter upgrade. The IG indi- 
cates that these cables met minimum Deepwater contract require- 
ments for the shielded cable but do not have the mechanical dura- 
bility of the braided metallic shielded cable. 

Do you know which type of cable the ICGS TEMPEST require- 
ments document required? 

Mr. DeKort. Again, sir, this is going to get into an area where 
even I have a TEMPEST background relative to working on cryp- 
tographic equipment and systems, but you are getting into some 
particulars that are better left to Mr. Atkinson, but I can say that. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, let me ask you this. What type of cabling 
was installed on the 110s prior to their conversion? 

Mr. DeKort. I have been unable to determine that, sir. I was 
told that they had the braided shielded cable. Not only that but 
Mr. Braden can tell you that the braided shielded cable was used 
on his effort, not on mine or on the 123s, I should say. 

Mr. Cummings. Now you know Mr. Braden? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Cummings. How did you come to know him? 

Mr. DeKort. We were both lead. We were both system engineer 
leads of our respective parts in the project. 

Mr. Cummings. So you worked with him. 

Mr. DeKort. There were occasions, sir, that we did. Mostly it 
was in program manager meetings. We actually didn’t work side by 
side all the time. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. Now did you raise the issue of noncompli- 
ance of the topside equipment on the 123s with senior Lockheed 
management? 

Mr. DeKort. All the way to the CEO and board of directors, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. All the way up to who? 

Mr. DeKort. The board of directors and the CEO of Lockheed 
Martin. I went up through my functional chain, the program man- 
agement chain, the engineering chains and the ethics chains, all 
the way up to the CEO and board of directors. 

Mr. Cummings. When you say you went up to the CEO and 
board of directors, what do you mean by that? How did you do 
that? 

Mr. DeKort. I sent e-mails to Robert Stevens, at least two of 
them, and the board of directors, I sent a letter. 

Mr. Cummings. To the entire board. 

Mr. DeKort. Yes. Well, I sent it to a specific individual who I 
believe was the ethics officer on the board. 

Mr. Cummings. Did you discuss with anyone at Lockheed the 
need for noncompliance of the topside equipment with the Deep- 
water contract requirements to be noted on the DD-250s? 

If so, what was the outcome of those discussions? 

Mr. DeKort. I was told before the 123s, the first one delivered, 
the Matagorda, that every item that I had brought forth would ei- 
ther be repaired or clearly called down to DD-250s as being a prob- 
lem. The first time I actually saw the DD-250s or was told what 
they contained was recently, and I understand it, the DD-250 for 
the Matagorda, that item does not show. 

Mr. Cummings. Why was topside equipment so crucial? 

Mr. DeKort. The topside equipment is all of the externally 
mounted equipment that supports the C4ISR systems. So for the 
communication systems, it is everything on the outside of the boat 
that you would need for the systems, usually antennas. But for 
sensors like radar, it is the radar antenna, and there is other 
equipment up there like amplifiers. 

Eor other vessels like the NSC and the ERC, there would be 
many, many more systems. 

Basically, the 123s had communications systems, they had sensor 
systems and they had navigation systems. So for those systems it 
was anything that those systems required to operate that was at- 
tached to the outside of the boat. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me ask you something. You mentioned a mo- 
ment ago the word, ethics. You said something about an ethics 
complaint or complaints. Did you file complaints? 

Mr. DeKort. Three, there were three separate ethics investiga- 
tions internal to Lockheed Martin conducted. 

Mr. Cummings. Were those with regard to the issues that you 
have just mentioned here? 
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Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir, all of them. 

Mr. Cummings. Could you just tell us in a sentence or two what 
those were now? 

Mr. DeKort. The external equipment being ahle to survive the 
environment, the blind spots for the cameras, the low smoke cables 
and TEMPEST. 

The reason why the non-waterproof radio was not included is be- 
cause, like I explain in my statement, they had actually swapped 
it out right before they delivered the Matagorda. So I did not in- 
clude that in my ethics statement other than to say, look, any 
group who was willing to put a non-weatherproof radio in an ex- 
posed boat like that, something is wrong and something needs to 
be looked into and especially when they order more radios after you 
tell them it is a mistake. So it was an incidental item. 

Mr. Cummings. What happened with regard to those investiga- 
tions? 

Mr. DeKort. The answer for the first one was literally the alle- 
gations all have no merit. They are all baseless, and we are not 
going to tell you why. 

Mr. Cummings. That was a response from the ethics officer? 

Mr. DeKort. It was from a John Shelton who was the ethics in- 
vestigator for the Lockheed Martin organization out of Moorestown. 

And then after that, there were two more investigations. Every 
time they came back to me and said that my allegations were base- 
less, I asked who their boss was. 

Mr. Cummings. Then you still tried to go a step higher? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Now would Mr. Braden or anybody else have 
known of those? 

You said you worked with Mr. Braden. Would he have known 
about that? 

We will get to him a little later. 

Mr. DeKort. Would he have known that I necessarily filed an 
ethics? 

Mr. Cummings. Right. 

Mr. DeKort. Not that I was aware of, no, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Did you see any evidence at Lockheed? 

You mentioned a little earlier something about underbidding. Is 
this a conclusion you came to? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. That is subjective on my part. It is an ob- 
servation in being in DOD. It is aggressively bid. Projects are basi- 
cally priced to win, and more often than not they turn out to be 
extremely aggressive which is usually a politically correct term for 
underbid. 

Mr. Cummings. Did anybody at Lockheed ever tell you to just get 
on with it? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Is that right? 

Mr. DeKort. Well, everybody I talked to. I mean my manager, 
my functional manager actually told me and so did some other peo- 
ple, but they said, you are doing the right thing here, but it is 
going to come back to bite you. 

Mr. Cummings. Say that again. I am sorry. 
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Mr. DeKort. Several people including my manager at the time 
told me that I was doing the right thing, but it was going to come 
back to bite me. 

Mr. Cummings. Your immediate supervisor? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. He knew you were doing the right thing, he told 
you. 

Mr. DeKort. That is what he told me, sir. 

Several engineers and program managers on the effort said the 
same thing. 

Mr. Cummings. Now you said that you left the 123 program, is 
that right? 

Mr. DeKort. I was removed from the program, yes. 

Mr. Cummings. How did that come about and when? 

Mr. DeKort. Roughly, January or February. I had sent an e- 
mail or letter embedded in an e-mail at the time to the acting tech- 
nical director for the engineering group, saying that I wanted to be 
removed from the project because they were going down a road 
that I just found intolerable. 

However, later on, I met with the VP of the organization, a man 
named Carl Bannar, and he told me everything would be resolved, 
and I said at that point, well, then I would like to recall my letter 
to be removed. If you are going to do the right thing, then I want 
to be part of the right thing. I want to see this project to conclu- 
sion. But, after that, they removed me anyway. 

Mr. Cummings. My last question, Mr. DeKort, you understand 
that today you are under oath, do you not? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir, I am completely aware of that. 

Mr. Cummings. You know what that means? 

Mr. DeKort. It means I should tell you the truth. 

Mr. Cummings. And that you are telling the truth. 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. You understand that all kinds of agencies will 
probably review this transcript and some are probably looking at 
this right now? 

Mr. DeKort. I would hope that they do. 

Mr. Cummings. Would you tell us why you have come forward? 

Did they term you a whistleblower? I guess you know that. 

Mr. DeKort. Well, at its essence, I did not want a crew to come 
into harm’s way down the road and to know that I could have done 
something about it. It is just that simple. 

My background is Navy, State Department, counterterrorism for 
a while. I have been in DOD programs since I was 18 years old in 
one capacity or another, okay. It is just real simple. I couldn’t have 
that on my conscience. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Mr. LaTourette? 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all 
for your testimony. 

Mr. DeKort, I made a note during the latter part of your re- 
sponses to the Chairman that it is your allegation that Lockheed 
Martin didn’t do the braided shielded cables, the low smoke cables, 
the proper environmental work on the topside and 360 degree cam- 
era radius because of cost. Is that your observation? 
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Mr. DeKort. I was told we didn’t do the TEMPEST cables, the 
shielded cables, because of cost. The rest, to some degree, is an in- 
ference. Their response consistently was we are not going to slip 
schedule. We are not going to have more budget issues. 

And, to some degree because there was a relationship with Nor- 
throp Grumman that was extremely contentious at the time, and 
I will refer to it as playing chicken, they didn’t want to fix the 
issues for any one or all of those reasons. 

Mr. LaTourette. I guess my question is this. My understanding, 
and we can quibble about the exact value of the contract, but this 
was about a $90 million contract to convert these 8 boats from 110s 
to 123s. 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Not being in the boat business, I would think 
that the big chunk of change was probably in extending the hulls. 
That is not where the big money is? 

Mr. DeKort. I have been told that the C4ISR proportionally was 
a larger part of the budget. I could be wrong. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay, so let me get to that. Is it your under- 
standing that low smoke cables were called for in the Deepwater 
contract that Lockheed Martin bid for? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. But they were not installed? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Is it your understanding that they weren’t in- 
stalled because low smoke cables cost more than the cables that 
were installed? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Is that the same with the braided shielded ca- 
bles? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And the weatherization or making sure that 
the antenna on the topside is the same as that? 

Mr. DeKort. It is more supposition because there wasn’t. I don’t 
know which one of those four issues was the overbearing reason for 
the environmental issue. What I am saying is in the others, some- 
body told me specifically cost. In that one, it was any one of the 
four or all four reasons. 

Mr. LaTourette. Just so I am clear, it is your testimony and al- 
legation that the reason that Lockheed Martin didn’t comply with 
the specifications that were in the Deepwater contract is because 
they wanted to install cheaper stuff? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. That is part of it, yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. You understand they say that is not so, right? 
So we are going to be stuck with a problem here sooner or later. 

Mr. DeKort. Objectively, sir, if you look at the equipment that 
they wound up delivering and the equipment that I wanted them 
to deliver, the equipment that I wanted them to deliver in every 
case is more expensive. So I don’t think it is a leap. 

Mr. LaTourette. I guess I am trying to get expensive. They put 
some cables in. 

Mr. DeKort. Right. 
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Mr. LaTourette. You are saying that the cables that the con- 
tract called for were more expensive. Are we talking on the scale 
of millions of dollars? 

Mr. DeKort. For the external equipment over, understand, sir, 
because it is system of systems, they were leveraging designs. So 
it very well could be millions of dollars. You know the 123 was es- 
tablishing the pattern. So all the rest of the systems, they were 
contractually directed to make them common. 

So while it appears like a small issue for the 123s, understand 
that it was 49 123s and then every other boat they delivered. So 
it is millions of dollars spread out, yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Mr. Atkinson, to you, one, I want to thank you 
for your testimony and your charts because you truly did make the 
TEMPEST system understandable by people as dumb as I am, and 
I appreciate that. I now have an understanding. I thought that 
your explanation was a good one. 

To you, how did you get involved in this project to the point 
where you wrote us 128 or 138 pages of stuff? 

Mr. Atkinson. Sir, I was contacted by the Committee and asked 
to provide expert guidance as to how to query properly the Coast 
Guard and Lockheed Martin because the documents which had 
been produced to date, this is dating a month ago, were not an- 
swering the questions that the Committee needed answers, and I 
was asked to assist the Committee in demanding from the Coast 
Guard the relevant documents which the Department of Homeland 
Security GIG had failed to pick up on. 

TEMPEST is a very tricky matter. It is very easy for a defense 
contractor to ignore it. It is also very easy for them to conceal their 
ignorance of it or their ignoring of it. 

And I was engaged by this Committee. I have donated my time 
to this Committee to assist this Committee in finding the truth and 
by helping the Committee identify the documents that the Com- 
mittee needed to conduct its business. 

Mr. LaTourette. Good, I appreciate that, and I think everybody 
on the Committee appreciates your willingness to donate and vol- 
unteer your time. 

I found the questions in your amendments. I assume those are 
the questions you are talking about that people need to ask to get 
the answers that you think need to be answered. 

Mr. Atkinson. Yes, sir. This Committee needs to ask all of those 
questions on the responsible players. 

Mr. LaTourette. Which brings me to the next part of my ques- 
tion, and that is the observations that you make in the first 36 odd 
pages of your testimony relative to the TEMPEST tests that were 
performed and how they were performed and how they weren’t per- 
formed properly and things of that nature. That comes about not 
from an inspection of the systems on the 123. That comes about as 
a result of your examination of the documents that were obtained 
from the Coast Guard? 

Mr. Atkinson. Yes, sir. I advised the Committee on what docu- 
ments to demand from the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard provided 
some of the documents, albeit reluctantly, to this Committee. I ex- 
amined those documents. I found significant inconsistencies in 
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those documents which I brought to this Committee’s attention in 
the form of my written report. 

Mr. LaTourette. Right, and I saw that. But I guess my question 
to you is I don’t know what people in the next panels are going to 
testify, but we have three more panels of people including the 
Coast Guard and people from Navy and so forth and so on. 

Based upon your field of study, your expertise, what you do for 
a living, if people come forward and testify under oath that, in fact, 
the TEMPEST tests were performed properly and that this system 
passed, is there any way in your opinion that they could give such 
an answer? 

Mr. Atkinson. Could I get you to repeat the question, sir? 

Mr. LaTourette. No. I don’t remember the question. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. LaTourette. The question is that as I read your testimony, 
you came to a conclusion that there is no way, but that this system 
wasn’t properly tested, and you go to great lengths to tell us that. 

I don’t know who is coming next. I know who is coming next. I 
don’t know what they are going to say until they say it. But based 
upon the documents that you reviewed, is there any way that you 
believe someone could sit before this Committee and say that this 
system, these systems that were installed on the 8 123s could pass 
the TEMPEST testing system? 

Mr. Atkinson. I will make the answer very straightforward. 

Mr. LaTourette. I would appreciate that. 

Mr. Atkinson. If anybody comes before this Committee and indi- 
cates that these ships protect national defense information, they 
are committing perjury. 

Mr. LaTourette. That is a very straightforward answer. 

Not to be lawyerly with you but since I don’t know the TEM- 
PEST tests the way that you do and you went to great lengths to 
talk about how it is appropriate or proper to make the tests of the 
TEMPEST system. 

What I am saying is if we have somebody who comes and says, 
you know what, I tested this TEMPEST system, and it meets the 
standard in the industry, the standard in the military, whatever 
the standard is. Can a person make such a claim based upon the 
knowledge that you have today? 

Mr. Atkinson. No, sir. All of the documents that were provided 
to the Committee stated in the Coast Guard’s own documents that 
they failed the TEMPEST inspections and instead of correcting the 
deficiencies, they either ignored the deficiencies or they issue waiv- 
ers to cover the deficiencies up. 

Mr. LaTourette. Right. 

Mr. Braden, to you, you have installed TEMPEST systems in 
other programs, have you? 

Mr. Braden. Yes, on the 270 foot cutters, the Legacy Cutters and 
also the design for the 210s and the 383s. 

Mr. LaTourette. To Mr. DeKort’s observation, did you, in the 
installation of those systems, have a specification that called for 
these braided shielded cables? 

Mr. Braden. The specification is actually a standard, a TEM- 
PEST standard, and as was mentioned before, I initially relied on 
a report from a Ms. Jo Agog who was asked to put together a list 
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of criteria, if you will, for how a TEMPEST installation was to be 
done. 

The reason that I met with her to go over that document, al- 
though it was listed as a document for the 123s, is that some years 
ago I was product manager for a line of TEMPEST terminals sold 
to several national security agencies, and as a result I was familiar 
with TEMPEST requirements in a very detailed fashion at that 
time. A number of years went by. I wanted to make sure that the 
requirements had not changed. 

Mr. LaTourette. The requirement is braided shielded cables? 

Mr. Braden. The requirement consists of recommendations. In 
some cases, those recommendations give alternatives. Braided 
shielded cable is the preferred alternative for ensuring security 
with the cabling. 

Mr. LaTourette. Are you familiar with the cables that were in- 
stalled on the 123 conversions? 

Mr. Braden. No. 

Mr. LaTourette. Do you know what they are called, Mr. 
DeKort? 

Mr. DeKort. The aluminum mylar cables. 

Mr. LaTourette. Aluminum mylar? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Mr. Braden, is an aluminum mylar cable one 
of the alternatives that you had, do you know? 

Mr. Braden. It could be an alternative as long as it was con- 
firmed that the aluminum mylar was properly shielded and that it 
gave a full coverage under all conditions. As was already men- 
tioned, aluminum mylar is not recommended because of durability 
issues. So it would be more appropriate in internal compartments 
or places where movement isn’t used. 

Mr. LaTourette. Let me ask you this. Do you know anything 
about what the difference is and how much 100 feet of braided 
shielded cable costs as opposed to how much the mylar aluminum 
cable costs? 

Mr. Braden. No. I couldn’t say what the price difference is. It 
certainly is more expensive, but I think the key issue is that it is 
much harder to get schedule-wise. 

Mr. LaTourette. It is harder to get because of the manufac- 
turer? 

Mr. Braden. Erom a schedule, from a schedule standpoint, it is 
not the common ordinary cable that you can buy at CompUSA. 

Mr. LaTourette. But you could buy mylar aluminum cable? 

Mr. Braden. Oh, absolutely, you can get it at almost any outlet. 

Mr. LaTourette. You worked for Lockheed Martin for 30 years? 

Mr. Braden. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. Have you experienced a situation where the 
company has made a determination on cable that has the ability 
to be detrimental to national security just based on how much it 
costs? 

Mr. Braden. I have never seen that before. 

Mr. LaTourette. What about scheduling? 

Mr. Braden. I have seen a lot of pressure on schedule in many 
programs. 
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Mr. LaTourette. Well, I am sure you have seen pressures, but 
where a decision was made. The allegation that Mr. DeKort, I 
think, is making is his testimony is that part of it was cost and 
part of it was not wanting to get behind schedule. They were going 
to get behind schedule on the stuff. 

Have you experienced the same experiences that Mr. DeKort has 
testified to in any of the work that you have done for the company? 

Mr. Braden. On the Deepwater program, I did experience in- 
tense pressure on both schedule and cost as I stated in my opening 
statement. My project was a fixed price contract, and so there was 
a fair amount of scrutiny on every issue associated with cost. 

Mr. LaTourette. Last question, not to be lawyerly with you, but 
did that pressure on cost and schedule cause you or others that you 
worked with to do something that you knew violated either the 
specs or created a situation on the TEMPEST system that was like- 
ly, as Mr. Atkinson has testified, to be vulnerable to leaking na- 
tional secrets? 

Mr. Braden. I didn’t allow that to happen. I had a bit more over- 
sight of my program than Mr. DeKort did, a little more independ- 
ence in decision-making, and as a result we implemented our sys- 
tem totally correctly. 

Mr. LaTourette. Were you ever asked to do what Mr. DeKort 
says he was asked to do? 

Mr. Braden. No. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

As we go to Mr. Oberstar, in fairness to Lockheed Martin and to 
the contract team, Mr. Atkinson, you said in the answer to a ques- 
tion about if someone were to say that TEMPEST certification was 
done here with these boats, that they would be committing perjury. 
Is that what you said? 

Mr. Atkinson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Could it be that maybe they just didn’t know? 

I just want to be fair. 

Mr. Atkinson. Well, let me be very precise on this. In the deliv- 
ery task order that the Coast Guard issued to purchase these ships, 
they listed only one TEMPEST specification, one. There is book 
roughly that thick. It is called MIL Handbook 232A Red/BIack En- 
gineering. I have a copy of it in front of me. That was the only doc- 
ument that the United States Coast Guard provided to Lockheed 
Martin as part of the delivery order. 

The United States Coast Guard did not ask for TEMPEST ships. 
They did not ask for these ships to pass classified information. I 
have it right in front of me, documents which this Committee has 
in their possession that irrefutably show these ships would not 
have complied with TEMPEST when they were delivered from the 
contract the Coast Guard gave Lockheed Martin. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 

Mr. Oberstar? 

Mr. Oberstar. Mr. Braden, you knew Mr. DeKort during the 
Deepwater program? 

Mr. Braden. Yes, I did. 
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Mr. Oberstar. Were you aware of the problems Mr. DeKort 
raised with 123s and how did you come to know about those prob- 
lems? 

Mr. Braden. Well, I was aware of them because of the weekly 
integration team meetings that we had. Many of the issues on all 
the assets were discussed openly, and presentations were given by 
the various lead members, and we would hear issues that were try- 
ing to be resolved across the entire program. 

Mr. Oberstar. Did you discuss at length the issue of non-low 
smoke cabling, cameras that did not provide 360 degree coverage, 
problems with TEMPEST hardware? 

For the record, Mr. Chairman, we have been using this term, but 
it is Telecom Electronics Material Protected from Emanating Spu- 
rious Transmissions. I may have said that earlier, but I think we 
need to get that on the record because it is a term frequently used 
and it has a very ominous sound to it. 

And non-weatherproof topside equipment, did you discuss those 
matters? 

Mr. Braden. I had occasion to speak on a couple of those matters 
with Mr. DeKort, and that was as a result of an integration team 
meeting we had where I had presented the approach that we were 
using for the Legacy Cutters for our certification and accreditation. 
I was approached after that meeting by Mr. DeKort who quizzed 
me on what we were doing on those issues. 

We did not talk about the radios or environmental issues. We 
primarily talked about cabling and TEMPEST issues, that was the 
nature of the conversation, and I related to him what we were 
doing on my cutters. 

Mr. Oberstar. Are you aware of the cabling issue on aircraft in 
the 1980s and 1990s where chafing occurred in the bundles of ca- 
bles on aircraft? 

Mr. Braden. Yes, I have read about it. 

Mr. Oberstar. I am talking about commercial aircraft. 

Mr. Braden. Yes, right. 

Mr. Oberstar. You are aware of that? 

Mr. Braden. Yes. 

Mr. Oberstar. It was similar mylar aluminum non-shielded 
cable. Chafing that occurred inside aircraft resulted in wearing 
away of the shield, the protective mylar covering that then resulted 
in sparking with surge of very low voltage through those wires that 
then caused fire and caused aircraft damage and failure. Are you 
aware of all that? 

Mr. Braden. Yes. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Oberstar. So you understand what the Coast Guard was 
doing in this case when it did not install the proper cabling, right? 

Mr. Braden. I believe that the analogy you gave is appropriate 
in a hazardous situation. In the implementation of network ca- 
bling, at least for the assets that I was responsible for, all that ca- 
bling was routed through benign areas where no hazard would 
occur if the cable had been chafed. But I do understand your point. 

Mr. Oberstar. Making a leap from the hazard to a different kind 
of hazard of leakage of signal, that is the real issue here. 

Mr. Braden. Yes, I believe so. 
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Mr. Oberstar. You knew about Mr. DeKort raising his concerns 
to Lockheed? 

Mr. Braden. Well, I learned about them through his YouTube 
video which was widely viewed by many employees, and that is 
where I first learned of his allegations. 

Mr. Oberstar. You said your program, the upgrade of the 270 
foot cutters, was successful. 

Mr. Braden. Yes. 

Mr. Oberstar. What cabling did you install there? 

Mr. Braden. We installed shielded braided cable. In some in- 
stances, we installed fiber optic cable in instances where we went 
from secure compartments to compartments, and we armor jack- 
eted that cable to prevent intrusion in non-secured locations on the 
ship, and we also specified low smoke, zero halogen jackets on all 
the cabling. 

Mr. Oberstar. Why were you able to install the more TEMPEST 
standard cabling on the 270 Legacy Cutters? 

Mr. Braden. I can’t say explicitly why that was, but I can say 
that the attention of most of the program and the management 
staff was attending to the 123 in terms of its schedule difficulties, 
and more or less I guess I was left alone to do it right. 

Mr. Oberstar. Why would the more secure cabling go onto one 
class of vessel and not on the other? 

Mr. Braden. I really can’t answer that question. I don’t know 
why that would be. 

Mr. Oberstar. But you knew it was happening, and you saw the 
dangers? 

Mr. Braden. Well, I had heard that it had. It was one of the 
items that had been raised, but I think, as Mr. DeKort has stated, 
these are, during the course of any project, there are problems. 
These problems are usually mitigated or removed as the course of 
the program goes on, and I, my team was very, very busy meeting 
our aggressive schedule. I did not have time to go investigate per- 
sonally whether anyone had taken action on these or not. 

Mr. Oberstar. Were you asked to use aluminum mylar cable, 
and if you had been, would you have used it on the 270s? 

Mr. Braden. Where appropriate, I would have used it, yes. 

Mr. Oberstar. Now I want to come to the testing. There are vis- 
ual tests and instrument tests. Did the 270 cutters pass the visual 
and then, subsequently, the instrument tests? 

Mr. Braden. We passed the visual on the second cutter. 

The first cutter, we retrofit, and the reason for that is that the 
cabling that we had ordered for the fiber optic connections and 
some of the other connections was a custom cable that was being 
manufactured for us by a firm in Virginia. There was a hurricane 
that hit and pulled the roof off of that factory. That caused delays 
in that cable. 

With the total agreement of the Coast Guard, we went ahead 
with a first installation and planned to retrofit it with the higher 
quality cable at a later date which was subsequently done. The vis- 
ual inspection noted those discrepancies. They accepted them on 
the Interim Authority to Operate, and we did replace that cable. 

On the second cutter, we fully passed all visual inspections and 
all subsequent. 
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Mr. Oberstar. Then subsequent should be the instrumented in- 
spection and testing. 

Mr. Braden. Yes, yes, and I left the program before that instru- 
mented test had been performed on the first cutter. 

Mr. Oberstar. Now the IG at the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity has confirmed that the contractor failed to install non-low 
smoke cabling and failed to install topside equipment that would 
function in all weather conditions. How could that have happened? 

Mr. Braden. I really can’t explain how that would have taken 
place. 

Mr. Oberstar. Did you raise your concerns about the cable in- 
stallation with Lockheed management? 

Mr. Braden. I had discussed with our technical director, some of 
the issues that had come up in the reviews regarding the 123, and 
I discussed them with him only in the sense that I was expressing 
my concern that they really needed to deal with them so that we 
wouldn’t keep talking about them. 

Mr. Oberstar. Did you feel that this rose to the level of an eth- 
ics question and did you file an ethics investigation? 

Mr. Braden. I didn’t feel it did at that time, no. 

I subsequently did file an ethics investigation concern at a later 
date. 

Mr. Oberstar. To whom or to which level did you file that? 

Mr. Braden. The ethics office at Lockheed Martin, Moorestown. 

Mr. Oberstar. What action was taken subsequent to the filing 
of that? 

Mr. Braden. I received no response. 

Mr. Oberstar. Nothing? 

Mr. Braden. Nothing. 

Mr. Oberstar. Do you know any outcome of any action taken 
later? 

Mr. Braden. Only supposition on my part. One of the concerns 
I had had to do with an employee morale program that had not 
been followed through with, and I suggested that the ethics officer 
might want to contact our HR department to reinstate the em- 
ployee award program, and about one month after that, the award 
program was reinstated. Now I don’t know whether that was a re- 
sult of my conversation or just a normal course of events. 

Mr. Oberstar. To the best of your knowledge, that is the only 
follow-up that occurred. 

Mr. Braden. That is the best guess I have, and that is it. 

Mr. Oberstar. I will have further questions later. Thank you 
very much. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. LoBiondo? 

Mr. LoBiondo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. I want to 
commend you for holding this hearing. 

I think it is absolutely imperative that we try to get to the bot- 
tom of the situation. I am hoping that we are going to hear some- 
thing about the buckling hulls. I may ask that in a couple of min- 
utes. 

But I wanted to say that while I think this hearing today is very 
important, I think it is equally important that we not lose sight of 
the fact that the Coast Guard currently operates the second oldest 
fleet of vessels and aircraft in the world, and that was the purpose 
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of operation Deepwater. Some of these assets are over 60 years old. 
They are rapidly failing. Operations tempo continues to increase. 
Service-wide readiness is now. Hundreds of patrol days are being 
lost annually. 

Probably, most importantly, the safety of the men and women of 
the Coast Guard who operate these assets are more in danger, I 
think, every day. The success of the Coast Guard’s many vital mis- 
sions, I think, are in serious jeopardy. 

As we move through this, I just hope that we can keep in sight 
that it is critically important that the service get these aging assets 
replaced with fully functioning and capable assets and as soon as 
possible. 

I would hope that we remember the videos of the Gulf hurricanes 
of Katrina and Rita and the job that the Coast Guard did. However 
miserably the Federal Government failed, no one faulted the Coast 
Guard. Part of the ability of the Coast Guard to perform so admi- 
rably at that time was the result of the Deepwater program and 
the upgrade of communications. Thousands upon thousands of lives 
were saved in that whole process. 

I am very pleased with Admiral Allen’s decision yesterday. I 
think it was very proactive. I think it will help rein in control of 
this program, and it is a serious situation that needs to be fixed. 
I have a lot of confidence in Admiral Allen. 

I have a very serious regret that Admiral Allen did not get his 
hands on the helm sooner than what he did. I will leave it at that. 

I will say to my colleagues that I know this situation makes it 
pretty easy for us to throw our hands up and to walk away from 
Deepwater and to say that it is fatally flawed and it has got to be 
scrapped, but I plead with you not to turn your back on the men 
and women of the Coast Guard, those young men and women who 
are heroes every day, who are putting their lives on the line for us 
in so many different ways and are depending on us to come up 
with a solution that meets the challenges of the problems we are 
hearing about today but still finds a way to give them a replace- 
ment of the assets. So the safety and success of their missions de- 
pend on the replacement of these assets, and it is our job to make 
sure that we do the best possible. 

Mr. Chairman, I once again commend you and Mr. Oberstar for 
really getting at the heart of this problem, and I hope we can get 
to a point where we can move forward. I thank you very much. 

I will later on try to ask some questions about the buckling of 
the hulls. I don’t know when that is an appropriate time. 

Mr. Cummings. It would probably be good when we have the 
Coast Guard up. 

Let me just say, Mr. LoBiondo, there is not one syllable, not one 
syllable that you just stated that I disagree with. We all are trying 
to get and make sure that the Coast Guard has equipment so that 
they can do the great job like they did down in Katrina and the 
things that they do everyday, the largest seizure that they have 
ever had in their history just recently taken place. 

This is all a part of making sure, and I agree with you, that we 
want them to have that equipment, but we want that equipment 
to be safe and we want it to be safe for our personnel. Again, as 
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I said a little earlier, we just want ships that float, planes that fly, 
just what we contracted for. 

Before we get to Mr. DeFazio, I just have one quick question. 

Mr. Braden, just in follow-up to Chairman Oberstar’s question, 
he asked you whether you would use aluminum mylar shielded 
cable, and you said, in certain instances. Is that correct? 

Mr. Braden. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me ask you this. Would you have used the 
in secure situations where we were trying to make sure that there 
was no eavesdropping, the very thing that Mr. DeKort complained 
about? I think that is the question. 

If you had been asked to use that kind of cabling under the cir- 
cumstances that Mr. DeKort complained about, would you have 
used it? 

Mr. Braden. That is a difficult question to answer because the 
application of the cabling is also dependent on the type of compart- 
ment that you install it in and whether it is a totally shielded and 
contained and properly grounded compartment. 

What I mean by that, and I am sure Mr. Atkinson can lend more 
detail to this, if I have a piece of equipment that is totally con- 
tained within a shielded enclosure and it is sharing that enclosure 
with other equipment of its same classification level and the same 
network connection and connectivity. Then if that cable is properly 
grounded, shielded, then yes, the mylar cable would be acceptable 
in that instance. 

Mr. Cummings. I see you shaking your head, Mr. Atkinson. 

Mr. Atkinson. Yes, sir. If you build a cabinet that contains clas- 
sified equipment and the cabinet itself is TEMPEST certified, you 
can take an uncertified piece of equipment, put it inside this cabi- 
net and it will provide some level of protection. A very common 
thing is to take a printer or a plotter or a certain type of computer 
that there is no TEMPEST equivalent of and to encapsulate it in- 
side of a TEMPEST box or a TEMPEST shield which now renders 
it protected. 

We can do the same thing with cables where we can use a non- 
TEMPEST involved cable to hook up something that is put into a 
box which is itself is protected, and we have to be very careful 
what we put into this box because some things we put in this box 
will cause TEMPEST hazards to occur. 

Mr. Cummings. From all the records that you have read, would 
you agree with Mr. DeKort? 

Mr. Atkinson. In what regard? 

Mr. Cummings. With regard to his complaints about the alu- 
minum mylar shielded cable and that it should not have been 
used? 

Mr. Atkinson. Yes, sir. I have actually researched the cable that 
he is referring to and found Coast Guard records in regards to 
them and have identified that we are talking at a difference of 
about $20 for the cable. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. DeFazio? 

Mr. Oberstar. Would the gentleman yield before he gets to his 
questions? 

Mr. DeFazio. I would certainly yield to the Chairman. 

Mr. Oberstar. Thank you. 
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I just want to reassure the gentleman from New Jersey who 
served for a long time as the Chair of the Coast Guard Sub- 
committee that our purpose is not a public hanging. We are here 
to try to fix the underlying problems in the Coast Guard’s manage- 
ment of its contractual responsibilities to deliver on the program 
that the gentleman played a large part in authorizing for the Coast 
Guard just as we have done over many years when I chaired the 
Aviation Subcommittee and the Investigations and Oversight Sub- 
committee to get FAA on the right track, learn how to manage 
multibillion contracts and then fund those programs. 

I assure the gentleman that is the purpose of this hearing, to go 
to the core of the problems uncovered here, fix them and then re- 
port out a robust Coast Guard authorization program so they can 
fix those old ships and have the equipment they need to carry out 
the many responsibilities we have loaded upon them. 

Mr. LoBiondo. Would the gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr. Oberstar. I yield back. 

Mr. LoBiondo. Mr. Oberstar, I applaud your efforts. I in no way 
meant to intimate that that was the case, but my concern was from 
some other colleagues who are not on the Committee, who have 
just in casual conversation said to me, we ought to just scrap the 
program. 

Mr. Oberstar. No. 

Mr. LoBiondo. I don’t think they understand what scrapping the 
program would mean. 

Mr. Oberstar. I just want to reassure the gentleman. We are on 
the same wave. 

Mr. LoBiondo. Okay, we are in synchronization. Thank you, Mr. 
Oberstar. 

Mr. DeFazio. I would certainly second those comments. Ten 
years ago as Ranking Member on the Coast Guard Subcommittee, 
I became very well aware of and was a strong advocate for in- 
creased funding and new equipment for the Coast Guard. I had one 
of the antique ships in the Coast Guard serving my district for a 
while, and I am well aware of that problem. But it was only after 
9/11 that Congress and this Administration began to recognize the 
need, and Katrina certainly highlighted the efficiency and valor of 
the Coast Guard. 

None of that is in question here today, but there are extraor- 
dinary questions about how we got to this point. 

I guess I am going to direct most of my questions to Mr. Samp- 
son, and I will be questioning the buckling and the design on the 
123s which the former Chairman hoped we would get to. I have 
been waiting to get to it too. I am not much of an electronics guy, 
but I am and have been a lifelong sailor and boat owner. 

Mr. Sampson, these will be directed to you, but just keep this in 
mind as I ask you the questions. This is a statement that will come 
after you have left, and I want to give you an opportunity to re- 
spond to it in your responses to me. 

Mr. James Anton, Vice President, Deepwater Program, Northrop 
Grumman Ship Systems, if you look at page two of his testimony, 
he says: HBJV added a 13 foot extension to the 110 which was 
similar to the 9 foot extension they had successfully added to the 
Cyclone Patrol Boats starting in 2000 — no mention there of the 
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early problems with those extensions, but he does say they were 
successful. 

He goes on further on that page to talk about hull deterioration. 

He goes on page three to talk about the ships being operated in 
seas beyond their design capacity. 

He goes on, on page four, to say that an outside engineering firm 
designers and planners engaged by the Coast Guard, analysis 
showed the overall hull structure design was adequate under all 
expected operating conditions up to the worst operating condition 
modeled. 

Then in summary, he says it is premature to speculate on the 
final cause and final way forward. 

I assume you probably don’t agree too much with that analysis 
of those remarks. 

Mr. Sampson. No, sir, I don’t. There are several different per- 
spectives that I would like to address. I haven’t had the oppor- 
tunity to read the comment that you are discussing. I wrote down 
some quick notes, so if there is something there that I missed, 
please remind me and I will feel free to discuss. 

In regards to the Navy’s experience with the PCs, I want to 
make sure it is very clear. CCD, Combatant Craft, emphasized to 
the Coast Guard as well as Bollinger Shipyard because this was 
kind of a misconception among many that Bollinger Shipyard built 
the 110. They built the 170. They did the extension. 

What never appears to come to the surface is the fact that Com- 
batant Craft Division was the one that did the entire design work 
for the extension. The failures that occurred were actually prior to 
the ones when the 170s were first built. When the PCs were first 
delivered, they started failing immediately. 

That was a function of, after extensive investigation. Combatant 
Craft came to the position that the 1997 ABS rules, high speed 
craft rules with which the PCs were built to had underpredicted 
what they call a dynamic loading condition. The ABS later in their 
high speed naval craft code did correct this based on that experi- 
ence. It was a known issue to ABS, to Combatant Craft, and we 
made that very clear to Bollinger Shipyard. 

Mr. DeFazio. Is that what you discussed with Mr. Debu Ghosh 
on 9/3/02? 

Mr. Sampson. That was one of the topics, yes, sir. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. Okay, go ahead. 

Mr. Sampson. The Combatant Craft, when they did the design 
work, Bollinger is a great fabricator. However, they did not facili- 
tate the engineering. Production details, things of that nature, but 
the actual first extension was not performed by Bollinger to my un- 
derstanding. It was actually by another shipyard. So they did not 
perform the engineering. That expertise resided with CCD. 

During that 9/3 meeting with Mr. Ghosh, we emphasized to him 
that this was not a simple evolution, that the design was very com- 
plex. The PC went from a 5 percent length increase of 9 feet as 
compared to the 123 or the 110 which added 13 feet to 12 percent 
increase. This is a substantial, substantial increase in length. 

As a result of that, the rules that were being used or we were 
told were being used for the 110/123 conversion were these, what 
CCD felt were flawed rules of ABS, the 1997 high speed craft code. 
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Mr. DeFazio. So that was probably the point at which you or the 
Navy CCD offered to provide some design and engineering support 
to Bollinger, Northrop Grumman or the Coast Guard on the conver- 
sions? 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. Let me make it clear. CCD did not go out 
and necessary try. Combatant Craft is a capital-funded program. 
So, in essence, we are like a contractor. We have to go out and sell 
our services. 

Mr. DeFazio. Right. 

Mr. Sampson. So I can’t voluntarily, but. 

Mr. DeFazio. But you made an offer. 

Mr. Sampson. We informed the parties involved, yes, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. I believe it was not particularly spending in terms 
of how much money has been wasted here. What would the costs 
have been? 

Mr. Sampson. Just for oversight to determine if a problem ex- 
isted would have been $42,000. 

Mr. DeFazio. Forty-two thousand dollars? 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. How much did we spend per ship conversion? 

Mr. Sampson. A lot more than that, yes, sir. I am not aware of 
the exact number. 

Mr. DeFazio. Okay. But that offer was declined. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. Okay. Was there any particular reason given for 
declining that offer? 

Mr. Sampson. No, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. Okay. Then you went to the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Sampson. Well, the order that we talked. We had talked 
with Mr. Ghosh first. 

Mr. DeFazio. Right. 

Mr. Sampson. Then we talked to the Deepwater Program Office 
up in Washington, D.C. Talked to Ms. Diane Burton and another 
gentleman. For the of me, I can’t remember his name, but I re- 
member him as a program manager. I don’t recall if he was specific 
to the 123 or in total. Explained the situation to them. 

Ms. Burton, being a former NAVC employee, I think, understood 
some of our concerns. However, the discussion was very short and 
thank you very much, and we never heard anything further from 
them. 

Northrop Grumman, Combatant Craft did not contact directly. 
However, Bill Moss, who is our point of contact for the Carderock 
Division, did provide a capabilities brief to Northrop Grumman to 
explain what the Navy had to offer them, but specific to the 123, 
nothing was mentioned. 

Mr. DeFazio. Do you think that there is any possibility that Mr. 
Anton who raises these other issues was aware of these concerns 
as a Northrop Grumman executive? 

Mr. Sampson. I have no idea, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. Perhaps he will be asked that on the next panel 
under oath and why action wasn’t taken. 

I have got to jump ahead here because the time is valuable and 
we have been holding people on time. 
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This is, I think, a critical question because there was some con- 
cern raised earlier by Mr. Mica that we are plowing old ground and 
that, in fact, this has all come out before. Did Mr. Casamassina of 
Navy CCD warn the Coast Guard that it was in danger of losing 
a ship if the hull cracking problem was not corrected? 

Mr. Sampson. I don’t have firsthand knowledge of that specific 
conversation or those words were used. I do, however, know that 
Mr. Casamassina and myself talked at length to the Coast Guard 
and Bollinger and explained the severity of the situation, and we 
felt confident that they understood that. 

Mr. DeFazio. Apparently, the Navy did give us that statement 
that they afforded that warning, but I thought you had knowledge 
of it. 

Mr. Sampson. Not that specific phone call. 

Mr. DeFazio. You had conversations similar to that with Mr. 
Casamassina. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. So the risk here was catastrophic failure, hull fail- 
ure, loss of the ship, potentially loss of life? 

Mr. Sampson. Potentially, yes, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. Then, finally, it is our understanding the Coast 
Guard made two efforts to fix the 123s after the problems with the 
decks appeared. Did the Coast Guard consult with CCD on these 
proposed fixes that you are aware of? 

Mr. Sampson. I, as employed by the Coast Guard, did consult 
with CCD but purely on a professional peer level. 

Mr. DeFazio. Right. 

Mr. Sampson. Having worked with them, I consulted them and 
asked them their thoughts or to confirm what I was suspecting or 
believing which they provided to me as a personal interest that, 
yes, these fixes were not going to work. However, there was no di- 
rect involvement, to my knowledge, between CCD and parts. 

Mr. DeFazio. Did you report that up the chain, that these pro- 
posed fixes were not likely to work according to your consultation 
with CCD? 

Mr. Sampson. Absolutely. My command, the Maintenance and 
Logistics Command Atlantic voiced those concerns repeatedly. 

Mr. DeFazio. But they went ahead anyway. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DeFazio. And they didn’t work. 

Mr. Sampson. Correct. 

Mr. DeFazio. Well, so none of the efforts to fix the 123s suc- 
ceeded. Would you then disagree with Mr. Anton’s statement that 
it is premature to speculate on the final cause and the way forward 
of the failure? 

You think we know the cause? 

Mr. Sampson. I think there is a strong case to be made that the 
cause is due to the hull strength or the hull girder issue. The local- 
ized failures that have occurred on deck and some other places 
were, in my opinion, a result of the modifications where they just 
moved stress from one location to another. The actual initial failure 
of the Matagorda was a clear classical failure due to bending. 

Mr. DeFazio. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the gen- 
erous grant of time and for your leadership on this issue. 



43 


I do want to say in closing that Mr. DeKort in his testimony said 
that and he was referring to a number of things here, that these 
were actually informed and deliberate acts. I hope if through our 
investigation we find that any of these acts were informed and de- 
liberate, that both defrauded the taxpayers and jeopardized na- 
tional security and potentially jeopardized the health and safety of 
our Coast Guard crews, that we will be providing all of that to the 
Justice Department. I hope that maybe some of those responsible 
could enjoy Federal hospitality. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

I take it, Mr. Sampson, that you did not believe. 

I have seen the ships. I saw them last Thursday, and I can tell 
you they are a mess. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Have you see them? 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. I have done extensive investigations and 
inspections on those craft. 

Mr. Cummings. The amazing thing is that I thought we were 
talking about a big ship. Some of these boats are not as big as 
some yachts. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. It is incredible, and they so happen to be in Bal- 
timore where I live. So I happen to be there, and I wanted to go 
see them. 

But, anyway, I am sorry, Mr. Gilchrest. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I too want to make sure that that Coastie who is today similar 
to Gene Taylor 30 years ago, whether they are breaking ice to 
McMurdo. Maybe 10 years ago, I don’t know when Gene Taylor 
was in the Coast Guard. When those are Coasties are breaking ice 
to McMurdo Station in the Antarctic on that ship, when they are 
at Cape Disappointment rescuing people, when they are in the Gulf 
of Alaska because a crab boat is in trouble, or the Chesapeake Bay, 
or these guys are out there determining international standards at 
the IMG in London, it is an extraordinary service. 

But I do remember a time 40 years ago when I was using an M- 
14 in Vietnam. It worked every time we pulled the trigger. Sadly, 
we had to pull the trigger occasionally. Rain, monsoons, heat, mud, 
you name it. 

We were given an M16, about February of 1967, and it didn’t 
work. Who was responsible for that? 

In 1967, these young men, like we have now in Iraq and in Af- 
ghanistan, assume the chain of command is competent. 

We are here to praise the stunning abilities of the Coast Guard 
people, and we also want to find out the chain of command that 
whomever and wherever it is that changed the basic physics. They 
changed the physics of the boat when they wanted to put in some 
add-ons which would have made it more serviceable under certain 
conditions. But they changed the physics of the boat. 

So who was responsible for proving that chain up the chain of 
command including everybody and the contractors? 

I am glad the Chairman is holding this hearing. We are not here 
to unfairly reprimand anybody, but we would like to know how this 
came about that we have eight boats now that don’t work. 
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Mr. Sampson, did the Coast Guard consult with the Navy engi- 
neers when reviewing the proposed design of the 110 foot patrol 
boat conversion? 

Mr. Sampson. No, sir, they didn’t necessarily consult us. We at 
CCD did notify them of our experience with the PC and the lessons 
learned, and we shared that with the Coast Guard voluntarily. 

Mr. Gilchrest. There was a basic consultation that took place. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. On that 3rd of September with Mr. Ghosh 
in addition to the Deepwater Program Office, we shared that we 
had extensive knowledge and experience with this type of design 
and modification and that they were at very high risk of failure if 
they were to proceed. 

Mr. Gilchrest. What were the specific concerns that would 
cause the high rate of failure if they proceeded? 

Mr. Sampson. As I stated earlier, that ABS 1997 high speed craft 
rules, that uses two methods of prediction for the strength of the 
boat. One is a static-loading. One is a dynamic-loading. The 1997 
rules underpredicted the dynamic loading. As a result, the static 
was a driving factor according to that rule set. 

Combatant Craft, through investigation, realized that that was 
actually not the case, and they used another classification society’s 
rules in conjunction with some additional calculations to determine 
the actual correct strength that the vessel had to be. Because of 
that, we cautioned the Coast Guard extensively because we knew 
they were going to use that, the old set of ABS rules. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Did they take your caution seriously? 

Mr. Sampson. I felt, we felt that they understood our concerns. 
I do not know what they did with our information. Mr. Ghosh cer- 
tainly tried to, I think understood, and he tried to hire us to pro- 
vide. 

Mr. Gilchrest. But you don’t know if those recommendations 
were followed through by anybody in the Coast Guard? 

Mr. Sampson. Eventually, they weren’t, sir, because the boats 
were built as proposed. 

We also shared — real quick, sir — that when you lengthen a boat, 
those bending moments, that static bending and dynamic loading, 
those are affected primarily by the length of the vessel, and the dy- 
namic also has a speed component. But the length of the vessel is 
a significant contributor to that bending force. And so, when you 
lengthen a boat by 12 percent, that is a tremendous length increase 
for that size craft, and so you have to add strength to the vessel, 
vessels that are high speed craft such as the 110. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So strength was not added to the vessel? 

Mr. Sampson. No, sir, not at all. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Can you just tell us — I know my time is up, why 
wasn’t strength added to the vessel if those recommendations were 
made? 

Mr. Sampson. The only thing that I can speculate, sir, is that the 
static condition was a driving factor, and they felt they complied 
with that static condition. Other than that, I have no idea, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. I see. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 

Mr. Taylor? 



45 


Mr. Taylor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sampson, I want to follow up on what you were just touching 
on because I have heard now three different explanations for the 
110 problems. 

First, I was told they never did hogging and sagging calculations. 
Then I was told, yeah, we did them, but we didn’t figure in fatigue. 
Yeah, we figured in fatigue, but we misjudged the steel. 

Apparently, the initial hull had some high tensile steel. Appar- 
ently, it got a Made in U.S.A. waiver. I am told it was from Eng- 
land, but I am told no one ever tested it on the initial building of 
the hull and that, like you said, when the hull is only 110 feet and 
you stress between two waves, you didn’t have the hogging and 
sagging problem. You make it 123 feet, get between two waves, and 
you have substantial problems. 

My question to you is since I am getting so many different stories 
from people who ought to hopefully be telling me the truth and 
since we have now got eight ruined ships, $40 million down the 
drain. To my knowledge, no one has been fired. To my knowledge, 
no one has claimed responsibility. I can assure you if this had hap- 
pened in the private sector, a bunch of people would have been 
fired by now. 

So what do you think happened? 

Mr. Sampson. Sir, you bring up some good points. 

Mr. Taylor. I also want to say, Mr. Cummings, if you owned a 
crew boat, a boat that takes people out to an off-shore oil rig and 
you wanted to stretch that crew boat and still have it certified to 
carry passengers, the Coast Guard would have run the tests before 
they ever recertified that vessel again. So it is absolutely crazy that 
something they do every day in judging the private sector, they ap- 
parently didn’t do for themselves, and no on has ever answered 
that question. 

Mr. Sampson. Sir, I think to clarify, I think there are some 
issues there that may have been crossed over. The metal fatigue 
and the material properties were things that were subsequently 
looked at well after the Matagorda failed. Those were things that 
were addressed after the fixes did not work in the hopes to try to 
figure out exactly what transpired. 

Mr. Taylor. To the point I was told they never looked at metal 
fatigue in the beginning when they were running the hogging and 
sagging calculations. Is that true? 

Mr. Sampson. That, I am not aware of, but I would suspect that 
is the case. 

Mr. Taylor. Did they run hogging and sagging calculations up 
front just like they would have if a crew boat operator had gone 
to them, wanting to stretch their vessel? 

Mr. Sampson. Mr. Ghosh would probably be the best one to an- 
swer that, sir. My understanding is they did, and there were some 
errors in those calculations, but he would give you a definitive an- 
swer on that, sir. 

Mr. Taylor. Did anyone ever test the steel that I am told came 
from England which probably would have required a Made in 
U.S.A. waiver and that, if we did that, we undoubtedly paid a pre- 
mium for it in the first place to see whether or not it was up to 
the spec that we probably paid the premium for? 
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Mr. Sampson. Okay, to my understanding, no steel was imported 
from England. 

The initial design, both the 110s and the 170s, all those craft 
were designed by a British company called Vosper Thornycroft. 
They had a material requirement in their design of what they call 
British steel 4316. It is a British standard saying this is a material 
property. 

It is my understanding, and Bollinger may be able to correct this, 
but it is my understanding that they had specifically mill runs per- 
formed by U.S. steel mills and all that material made to that Brit- 
ish standard and delivered to Bollinger Shipyard for construction 
of the 110. Whether or not they had any material testing done at 
that time, I am not aware of. 

Mr. Taylor. To the point, what do you think happened? I am 
game now for the fourth opinion of why these ships failed and yet 
no one is responsible. 

Mr. Sampson. Sir, I think there is a combination of things, but 
I believe that the longitudinal bending. In real simple terms — and 
I will try to make this brief — when you take a hull and you put 
it in the water, it has to be designed to handle, to go in through 
waves and over waves. 

Mr. Taylor. Mr. Sampson, I have stretched a steel boat, my 
boat. So I am familiar with all of that. 

Mr. Sampson. Okay, okay. You have to design for both of those 
loading conditions. The loading conditions that were initially as- 
sessed by the 1997 ABS rules underpredicted those loads that the 
boat would have to meet. 

It may have been the FE-I do not know. Mr. Ghosh may be able 
to provide the information. 

But we understood, as Combatant Craft, that those rules were 
faulty. We did our own simplified investigation to determine that 
the loadings would have been much more significant to require, to 
provide strength of that hull sufficient enough to withstand the op- 
erations. 

There were other issues later on where the specification, the per- 
formance specification came into question. I have read the perform- 
ance specification that was issued. To me, it is very clear that the 
intent was to have a platform that was as capable as the 110 WPB 
at the end of the conversion. That did not happen, obviously. 

At all the times of the failures of the 123s, we had 110s out and 
operating that suffered no hull damage whatsoever. 

Mr. Taylor. Eor the record, who did you notify? 

Mr. Sampson. I notified EEC, Mr. Debu Ghosh. I notified the 
Deepwater Program Office, Ms. Diane Burton and another gen- 
tleman who I cannot remember his name. I notified Bollinger Ship- 
yard, Dennis Fanguy and anybody else would listen. But those 
were the three primary contacts that we notified. 

Mr. Taylor. For the record, did any of them change their plans 
in any way or did any of them recalculate the tests to address your 
concerns? 

Mr. Sampson. At the time, sir, I was with CCD. The Coast 
Guard, I was not intimate with the Coast Guard. I do not know 
what they did. 
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Mr. Ghosh took the matter very seriously. I am not sure what 
he did. 

Mr. Taylor. Okay. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Before we get to Mr. Diaz-Balart, let me just ask 
you one question. I would direct this to Mr. Braden and to Mr. 
Sampson. 

Yesterday, the Coast Guard announced its intention to bring the 
systems integration functions back in-house. How do you think this 
changed process will help? 

I mean do you think it will help at all? Do you think we will still 
have the same kind of problems? 

I am following up on what Mr. Taylor just talked about. I am 
just wondering. Nobody has been fired to my knowledge either, and 
it seems like this is a situation that all parties involved have some 
responsibility and some issues. 

But I am just wondering. He has made this announcement ap- 
parently in an effort to try to cure the situation and make it better 
for the future. I was just wondering are you familiar with that, 
what he said? 

Mr. Braden. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Braden, do you have an opinion on that? 

Mr. Braden. Well, I feel, and I think this was mentioned pre- 
viously, that the Coast Guard is ill prepared at this time to provide 
quality systems engineering and integration oversight. I have 
heard from the members that there are efforts to beef up their 
staff, to hire the necessary people. I think that is going to be a 
major challenge for them to do that. 

I think they will still need to rely heavily on industry to provide 
that guidance. I believe, personally, that oversight, meaning an 
independent assessment of what the requirements have been 
agreed to, is the biggest key to success on the program. 

In the past, as a performance-based requirement, there is a good 
bit of subjectivity as to how you achieve the final performance goal, 
and that subjectivity was, I would say, a major point of contention 
between the Coast Guard, in my direct experience on the 270s, and 
ourselves in terms of debating probably needlessly and sometimes 
seemingly endlessly as to someone’s interpretation. And I think by 
getting clear requirements and then having oversight of those re- 
quirements, that would go a long way towards making sure that 
things get done exactly right the first time. 

Mr. Cummings. It sounds like, Mr. Braden, that you are very 
strong with regard to your standards, and you are not going to 
bend, no pun intended, but you are not going to bend. 

It sounds like to me basically they let you alone, and you did 
what you had to do. Apparently, as we see now, it worked out fine. 
That is what it sounds like now. 

Mr. Braden. Well, I will echo what I have heard previously too, 
and that is that I had the utmost respect for the people who put 
their lives on the line daily in the Coast Guard, and it was my in- 
tention to be certain that we delivered the best quality system we 
possibly could. 

And I found that, in some instances, I saw in other areas of the 
program, sort of an adversarial relationship between the Coast 
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Guard and the contractors. I tried to nurture a friendly, coopera- 
tive, open discussion, and that is how we did finally nail some of 
the issues we had to contend with in terms of interpretation. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. DeKort, same question. 

Mr. DeKort. We had a different experience, Mr. Braden and I. 
If I had the ability to be that independent and to have that relative 
authority, we would not be talking right now. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Sampson? 

Mr. Sampson. Sir, I guess my FE 

Mr. Cummings. See, you have a unique perspective, Mr. Samp- 
son. You had the Navy and the Coast Guard experience. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. What we have been hearing is that the Navy is 
well equipped to do a lot of these things and maybe the Coast 
Guard isn’t there yet. 

But you go ahead. I am listening. 

Mr. Sampson. I love the Coast Guard, sir, through and through. 

Mr. Cummings. We do too. 

Mr. Sampson. It is the best organization out there. I think the 
Coast Guard, one of the more trying aspects that the Coast Guard 
has is resources. 

If you look at the Navy, it is a huge organization, lots of money, 
lots of human capital to take care of many of the challenges that 
are put before them. 

With the Coast Guard, now this is Scott Sampson’s personal 
opinion, but the Coast Guard, we are asked to do more and more 
and more. I had to give up billets out of the section that I supervise 
to provide people for Pat Forswa, the 110s that we have overseas 
supporting our men and women over there. I have to give up a lieu- 
tenant JG for an admiral’s billet that doesn’t get replaced. 

We are continuing to do more and more. I have a friend of mine 
who is in the acquisition office, that puts in routinely 12 to 14 hour 
days including weekends, and he doesn’t get to see his wife much 
because we ask more and more of our folks, and we are never pro- 
vided or very rarely are we provided the men, the resources to try 
to get those tasks accomplished. 

While I have the utmost in confidence in the Commandant’s di- 
rection and leadership, I think this is going to be a significant chal- 
lenge for the Coast Guard to provide that additional oversight that 
is going to be placed upon us. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Diaz-Balart? 

Mr. Diaz-Balart. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I actually really 
don’t have a question, more just a couple of comments. 

First, I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for what I think has 
been a very important hearing, and I want to thank also those of 
you who have come forward for spending all this time with us. I 
think it has been very helpful to allow us to understand what the 
issue is. 

Secondly, when I was listening to Mr. Taylor, I share his concern 
and his frustration, the fact that what he said, and I am para- 
phrasing, Mr. Taylor, but about the fact that nobody has been 
fired. We shouldn’t be surprised, either Mr. Taylor and I, that in 
the public sector, it is very hard to fire people anyway which is one 
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of the problems with creating a larger bureaucracy is you can never 
get rid of them. But it is clearly frustrating for him and for me, 
and I don’t think it should surprise us. 

Number three is that I think it is very important, and you all 
have not done that, but it is very important that anybody listening 
doesn’t. When we speak about the Coast Guard or LoclAeed Mar- 
tin, it is not the Coast Guard or Lockheed Martin. There may be 
some individuals that have made mistakes, and that is not the en- 
tire entity. You all understand that. We understand that. I just 
want to make sure that everybody else understands that. 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I just want to thank you and also Chair- 
man Oberstar for your statements to Mr. LoBiondo’s question or 
comments and your commitment to that because, as Mr. Sampson 
just stated, the Coast Guard has always been underfunded which 
is why this project, this Deepwater project is so important. But, ob- 
viously, it is important not only that it receives a funding but that 
it is funded and the money is spent efficiently and effectively. That 
is the purpose. 

I want to thank both of you gentlemen for clarifying that. Again, 
nothing that we didn’t expect to hear from you, but it is always, 
I think, important that we thank you for that strong statement of 
support for an efficient, effective Deepwater program that does pro- 
tect our national interests, our national security and obviously the 
men and women who perform. 

Mr. Oberstar. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Diaz-Balart. Yes. 

Mr. Oberstar. Just briefly for an observation, I have served on 
the Coast Guard Subcommittee since I came to Congress 32 years 
ago. We have added 27 new functions to the Coast Guard in those 
years, but the Congress and administrations. Democratic or Repub- 
lican, have not given the Coast Guard the funding they need to 
carry out those functions. That is what I am talking about. That 
is the frustration. By damn, we are going to work on that and do 
that in this Congress. 

Mr. Diaz-Balart. I thank the Chairman if I may claim my time 
back. I thank the Chairman for that, for his commitment. I know 
that. I have been in conference with you not that many years obvi- 
ously, and I have seen that commitment. Clearly, the Coast Guard 
deserves the funding. 

I think one of the problems that I am seeing here from Mr. 
Sampson’s statement. Again, I don’t want to paraphrase. I am 
paraphrasing what you said. 

One of the issues that may be unfolding here is that yes, frankly, 
with this Deepwater program, we have finally funded some assets 
for the Coast Guard that frankly since probably the Coast Guard 
has been underfunded for so many years, they just weren’t ready 
for it, no excuse there. 

But, anyway, I just wanted to make those statements. 

I wanted to thank the Chairman of the Subcommittee and the 
Chairman of the full Committee for allowing us this opportunity. 
I think it has been very fruitful. Thank you. 

Mr. LaTourette. Will the gentleman yield to me on your time? 

Mr. Diaz-Balart. Yes, sir. I give you the rest of my time. 
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Mr. LaTourette. Thank you very much. I just wanted so I don’t 
have to drag out this panel. 

Mr. Atkinson, could you clarify your $20 remark? I have asked 
Mr. DeKort and Mr. Braden about it. I thought I heard you say, 
and I don’t want to put words in your mouth but the difference be- 
tween the mylar aluminum and the braided shielded was 20 bucks. 
Is that 20 bucks a foot, 20 bucks a mile? 

Mr. Atkinson. No, sir. The Coast Guard, excuse me. 

ICGS purchased a cable made by a company called Cable Gen- 
eral. This was an ethernet cable similar to what many of you have 
in your offices, but it was a heavier duty version of that cable. 

Now this cable is made in two formats. It is called a ship LAN 
cable designed for local area networks aboard ships. The first 
version is an unshielded twisted pair with a mylar shield only. 
There is also another version which is only slightly more expensive, 
which is a double shielded braid and foil. On the ends of this cable 
is a connector made by Sentinel Connector Company or Sentinel 
Connector Systems, Inc., which the actual connector itself was de- 
veloped by Lockheed Martin. 

The price difference between the shielded cable and the mylar 
shielded cable or the double shielded cable, if you will, and the 
mylar shielded cable, the total cost for a 10 foot cable that is mylar 
shielded is about $7.50. 

Mr. LaTourette. For 10 feet? 

Mr. Atkinson. For a 10 foot cable. 

Mr. LaTourette. Anybody have any idea how many feet of cable 
we are talking about in the 110 conversions? Mr. DeKort? 

Mr. DeKort. There are almost 400 cables in total. I don’t know 
how many there are, but I would imagine several dozen. But again, 
sir, that would need to multiplied times 49 times the rest of the 
vessels because it is a system of systems. 

If I could because I understand why you are going down, if I 
could clarify really quickly, when you have a program where you 
bid $4 million per boat and you know you are over-running double 
that and it is $8 million per boat, it is very possible that they 
thought their potential profit literally was in five cents per cable. 

Also, though, by the time these issues had snowballed, I believe 
Lockheed Martin, part of their thought was this is embarrassing. 
So, at some point, they just didn’t want this to come out because 
how avoidable it was and how crucial these issues were. So it is 
the combination, sir, of the costs, schedule as well as not wanting 
to necessarily come out. 

Mr. LaTourette. I got you. I thank you and Mr. Diaz-Balart for 
yielding. Thank you. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Hall? 

Mr. Hall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Chairman Oberstar. 

I thank you for the patience of all our witnesses and our other 
witnesses. I will keep this really brief. 

Mr. Sampson, I gather you are, among other things, a Naval ar- 
chitect. 

Mr. Sampson. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Hall. When one builds a 110 foot vessel or any vessel, I 
would guess that the Naval architect tries to make it of the ideal 
proportions to begin with. In other words, you are going to have the 
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right proportion of length overall, heam draft, deck strength and so 
on and so forth, and the boat is designed to handle varying sea 
states in its existing proportion. 

There have been a number of famous cases of failures or believed 
failures, perfect Storm being one, for instance, where a fishing boat 
was altered without consulting a Naval architect in that case and 
wound up, some people think, capsizing because it had lockers in- 
stalled on the deck that caught a sea that came transverse and 
pushed hard on it and it just rolled over. We will never know about 
that. 

But my question is when you take a 110 foot boat that was origi- 
nally designed to be the ideal proportions, aren’t you taking it off 
of its ideal proportions by lengthening it, almost by definition? 

Mr. Sampson. Absolutely, yes, sir. That was our, one of our main 
points, that this was such an elementary decision point or observa- 
tion, that if you lengthen a vessel, the midship section modules or 
the strength of that vessel has to be increased. 

This is a high speed craft. You don’t have that much reserve 
margin built into an existing craft or you would overdesign it, and 
it wouldn’t make the speed. So to make the assumption that the 
craft did not have that or that had that reserve strength. 

Mr. Hall. That is what I thought. 

I just noticed in some of the testimony, the written testimony of 
the later witnesses that the design specs call for it to operate up 
to Sea State 5, 8 to 13 foot seas. I used to have a 39 foot cutter 
myself that I sailed in seas bigger than that. 

That seems to me rather like a low threshold for a ship that may 
have to operate, or a boat. It is a ship to me. But anyway, it is a 
boat that may have to operate under considerably more extreme 
weather and does probably. 

On top of everything else, I am just curious how one could not 
overbuild in this situation when you know you are cutting a boat 
open and then sending it. Has that occurred to you? 

Mr. Sampson. Absolutely. There are several things that are asso- 
ciated with that performance specification and later information 
that I was told in regards to the requirements. 

We were always verbally told that it was designed to be the same 
capability as a 110, just a 123, so that a 110 for purposes of the 
operators. Mr. Ghosh has commented to me, and he will probably 
confirm this is that the 110 is, in essence, unrestricted. It can go 
out and operate in a sea that normally the human will give up long 
before the ship. 

Mr. Hall. Right. 

Mr. Sampson. They will pull the throttles back. With the 123, 
after the failure, it was explained by Mr. Jacoby that the design 
spec was actually poorly written and that the requirements that 
were being interpreted were actually lower than what we felt was 
operationally needed. 

Mr. Hall. Thank you. 

Mr. Atkinson, I just wanted to ask you. I understand that by 
Coast Guard accounts the Matagorda was given its ATO in Janu- 
ary of 2005 and then later that year had a visual inspection. Do 
you know if the deficiencies identified in that visual inspection 
were severe and was it appropriate that they were waivered? 
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Mr. Atkinson. No, sir. None of the items that were detected in 
the visual inspection should have been waivered. By issuing these 
waivers, they quite literally were covering up significant 
vulnerabilities. While our enemies may not have directly exploited 
those vulnerabilities, they did nonetheless create vulnerabilities 
that the Coast Guard decided were acceptable. 

Mr. Hall. What is the risk to national security if a TEMPEST 
certifications testing process is not done properly and the vessel op- 
erates and broadcasts to other vessels? 

Mr. Atkinson. National security, a foreign government will be 
able to access our classified communications not just on a one ship 
basis but more of an everything our Country has. If they can a de- 
tect our codes, our ciphers, our hopping patterns, our communica- 
tions, they can exploit that not just on the Matagorda but on every- 
thing in our inventory. You give them the keys to the kingdom 
when you breach TEMPEST. 

Mr. Hall. Let them in. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 

Eirst of all, I want to thank all of you for your testimony. I was 
just sitting here, thinking about what you all have said, and I am 
so glad that we have Americans who care as much as all of you 
care, and I really mean that. 

One of the things that is really nagging at me, though, is Mr. 
DeKort, and I am wondering. 

Mr. Braden, you have been with Lockheed Martin how long? 

Mr. Braden. Thirty years. 

Mr. Cummings. Thirty years. 

You have heard the complaints of Mr. DeKort. In your mind, I 
mean the things that you know about that you can express an 
opinion. Were those reasonable things to raise? 

I just want to make sure. Here is a man who, just like everybody 
else, has made it clear that he wants the best for the Coast Guard 
and the best for our Country. I am just wondering. What was your 
opinion on those things? 

Mr. Braden. I think the issues he raised, I would expect to be 
raised by any competent program manager, project manager or en- 
gineer. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Oberstar. I just want to nail a couple of things down with 
Mr. Atkinson. 

The difference between a visual test and an instrumented test, 
a visual review and certification through follow-up instrumentation 
testing, what is the significance of the one and the other and the 
two in combination? 

Mr. Atkinson. The physical inspection tells us if hardware has 
been properly placed onto the equipment, that cables are properly 
bonded, that cables are connected properly, that they are properly 
grounded, that isolation distances have been rigorously adhered to. 
Those must be done in a visual inspection before you do an instru- 
mented inspection. 

Mr. Oberstar. Is it sufficient to do the visual? If those factors 
are verified, can the inspector say that is sufficient? 
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Mr. Atkinson. No, sir. It must pass a visual inspection and then 
pass an instrumented inspection. 

Mr. Oberstar. The instrumentation will tell us whether there is 
linkage and what distance and what can happen, how the signal 
can be intercepted, is that correct? 

Mr. Atkinson. Yes, sir. It is very similar to going to the doctor 
with a cough. The doctor can hear your cough. He can see that you 
are in pain, but he doesn’t know that you have water on your 
lungs. So he will send you to a radiologist to have your chest exam- 
ined and x-rayed. The x-ray is an instrumented test. An instru- 
mented test is an absolute measure based on scientific principles, 
not just a visual observation. 

The two must be done, but the visual needs to be done before the 
instrumented, and then the visual needs to be repeated on a fairly 
regular basis. 

Mr. Oberstar. There is a risk to national security in a vessel 
handling classified information and conducting classified commu- 
nications with shoreside and airborne equipment. What is the risk 
to national security if a vessel handles such traffic without proper 
TEMPEST certification? 

Mr. Atkinson. If a Coast Guard cutter goes into the territorial 
waters of Cuba and while they are in the territorial waters of Cuba 
they transmit a classified message through their satellite commu- 
nications link or through other means and they have leaky equip- 
ment and Cuba picks up on those leaks, they will have just dis- 
closed to the Cuban government how our cryptographic equipment 
works, how our C4ISR equipment works, the coding that it works 
on and they will be giving away not only their position, but they 
will be giving away, again, the keys to the kingdom. They will 
allow Cuba to listen in now on any of our ships. 

Mr. Oberstar. It can be at close range or at long range? 

Mr. Atkinson. It can. Depending on the specific vulnerability, it 
can be as little as somebody getting within 30 to 50 feet of a vessel 
or, in other cases, it can be in excess of several hundred miles. 

Mr. Oberstar. Under those circumstances, was it an acceptable 
risk that the Matagorda received Authority to Operate in January, 
2005? 

Mr. Atkinson. No, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Without an instrumented test? 

Mr. Atkinson. The Matagorda had an instrumented test. It 
failed. 

Mr. Oberstar. Without a successful test. 

Mr. Atkinson. Without a successful test. However, in Coast 
Guard documents, there is indication that they had planned a sec- 
ond instrumented test which was never accomplished. 

Mr. Oberstar. Never accomplished, that is right. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, as you said earlier, I think we should move on 
to the next panel. 

I am grateful to these four public spirited citizens who take their 
sense of responsibility deeply and genuinely, and I am grateful for 
your testimony today. It will help us get the Coast Guard on a bet- 
ter track. 

Mr. Cummings. I understand Mr. Kagen has a few questions. 
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Mr. Kagen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being late. 

Mr. DeKort, I will keep you only very briefly. Would you agree 
that this process of self-certification by Lockheed Martin played a 
key role in the failure that you observed? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. It was the fox in the henhouse. 

Mr. Kagen. So you think this process of self-certification should 
be continued anywhere else? 

Mr. DeKort. I don’t know that there is a place where you would 
allow self-certifying anywhere whether it is in the Government or 
private enterprise. It just doesn’t sound like something you would 
want to do. 

Mr. Kagen. Very good. 

Would you also agree that in this project overall there was no ef- 
fective oversight? 

Mr. DeKort. Yes. The oversight was not effective, and the rea- 
son I hesitated is because I want to draw a distinction between the 
oversight that existed and needing more. I don’t necessarily. I 
know you need more, okay, because of coverage issues. 

Again, there was plenty of oversight, though, with these issues 
being raised with the people who were there who had the authority 
to make changes. So more in this case wouldn’t have solved a 
thing. It was the decisions that the people, they had made, and 
every bit of it could have been avoided. 

Mr. Kagen. It was the effectiveness of that oversight that was 
lacking. 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagen. On a personal note, have you ever, at any time, felt 
that your health or your life was in danger? Do you ever feel nerv- 
ous? 

Mr. DeKort. No, sir. I feel that I suffered retribution after this 
while I was in Lockheed Martin, but it never elevated to the point 
where I thought that myself or my family. I never, and nothing 
ever occurred to make me actually think that. 

Mr. Kagen. Very good. Thank you very much. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Cummings. Just to clear up, following up on Chairman Ober- 
star’s questions, Mr. Atkinson, one of the most troubling things is 
this whole idea of waivers because you can have all the standards 
in the world, but if you are waiving, that is a problem. 

The Matagorda, the visual TEMPEST test results are the most 
troubling or dangerous from a perspective of protecting classified 
materials, is that right? 

Mr. Atkinson. No, sir. My concerns would be with all of the 
ships. The Matagorda received extra attention because it was a 
prototype. That which was on the Matagorda is also on the other 
ships because Lockheed Martin was required to make it identical 
on every ship. Therefore, if the first ship failed, all the ships fail. 
If the first ship passes, all the ships pass. All eight ships failed. 

Mr. Cummings. Although there were waivers, I guess you are 
saying that even without the waivers, they would have probably 
failed. 

Mr. Atkinson. Yes, sir. It is akin to developing a hull breach and 
putting duct tape on it. It will fix it but not really. 

Mr. Cummings. So this is a mess. 
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Mr. Atkinson. It is an enormous mess. 

Mr. Oberstar. One last question, Mr. Chairman, if I may, I 
know the panel has visited this subject. On the question of certifi- 
cation, would you recommend that for hull for TEMPEST, that the 
Coast Guard engage or be subjected to an outside independent 
party for certification purposes? 

Mr. Atkinson. That is a very difficult issue. The Coast Guard 
lost their, it is referred to as a CTTA which is a Certified TEM- 
PEST Authority that attends and graduates a TEMPEST school. 
They lost that person due to death prior to the Matagorda being 
commissioned or inspected. 

This person’s second in command was then appointed an acting 
CTTA. He was not formally recognized at, by the National Security 
Agency as the cognizant authority. This is a matter of documenta- 
tion which the Committee has in their possession. As a result, he 
was not recognized by the NSA as being competent to perform 
these inspections not competent to make the instrumented inspec- 
tions. 

The Coast Guard turned to the Navy. The Navy sent their CTTA 
to the shipyards. He performed the instrumented inspection which 
had three failure points. 

The report then went back to the Coast Guard acting CTTA, and 
they started issuing waivers. Things were found bad. Instead of fix- 
ing it, they threw a waiver on top of it. 

Mr. Oberstar. Let me ask the other members of the panel, brief- 
ly, your response to that question. 

Mr. Sampson. In regards to structural certifications and such, 
sir, Mr. Ghosh would probably be better suited for that question. 

The issue primarily is focused, I think, for purpose of the hull. 
We have the capabilities. It is a matter of whether or not we have 
time, resources or the administrative authority to correct the con- 
tractor. 

Many times, as it has been stated before, that I have been told 
many times as an engineer by a contracting officer that we have 
to give the contractor the opportunity to fail, and that is a very 
frustrating position to be when we know for a fact that they are 
going to fail. But because we are required to give them that option, 
if we try to correct the contractor, it is always, well, delay and dis- 
ruption or you are telling me or my way would have worked, and 
it is a very tenuous situation. 

Mr. Oberstar. Mr. Braden and Mr. DeKort, do you have a com- 
ment? 

Mr. Braden. As I said earlier, I believe that I would say that an 
independent third party that would provide some degree of over- 
sight would go a long way towards resolving differences, subjective 
differences of what a requirement is or isn’t, and I think that 
would help immensely both with efficiency of the Coast Guard side 
and the contractor sides. 

Mr. Oberstar. Would the American Bureau of Shipping perform 
that function? 

Mr. Sampson. That would be for the hull. ABS does have that 
capability to do certifications of designs, yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Thank you. Thank you. 

Mr. DeKort? 
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Mr. DeKort. Relative to TEMPEST, I could see utilizing, sir, the 
Navy to do that because of their capabilities. However, I would 
come back to ships that float, planes that fly. These are basic items 
that are just done, and they are considered to be elementary. So 
I don’t know that we necessarily need to overthink oversight or 
who should be testing. 

You get in your car. You put it in drive. You punch the gas, and 
the car goes forward. If it doesn’t go forward, it failed. I mean, 
sorry. These are basic things. 

The Coast Guard should have equipment that survives the ele- 
ments. If they don’t, then who is? 

I mean if you have every ship in the Coast Guard inventory, 
matching designs like I have said and Mr. Atkinson, 20 years from 
now, if the Coast Guard gets in level Sea State 6 or whatever con- 
dition or excessive whatever it is, who is going to rescue the Coast 
Guard? 

And I would imagine, sir, that you could find pleasure craft, 
okay, especially research vessels that are in much better shape 
than these craft would have been going forward. 

Mr. Oberstar. Thank you. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Mr. Chairman, to your left, to the left of the 
Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes. Sorry, Mr. Gilchrest, my Maryland buddy. 

Mr. Gilchrest. A quick question to Mr. DeKort or anybody else 
who wants to answer this, standard design, and I am curious. Peo- 
ple have been making these Coast Guard cutters for a long time 
now. So if you go from 110 feet to 123 feet, why should that be a 
problem? 

Mr. DeKort. Mechanical engineering is not my background, sir. 
But I will just say from an observer at 30,000 feet, looking in on 
this, it shouldn’t. 

I mean here is the thing. If the contract was that loose or the 
requirements were that gray, I would like to know how is it EEC, 
Mr. Sampson or I figured it out. I don’t know that we had some 
special insight capabilities or we are clairvoyant. 

So we had the same requirement set, the same contract, the 
same everything. Now it wasn’t perfect. Did we need more over- 
sight? Yes. 

Was ICGS potentially a contractual mess? Eine, yeah. 

Could the requirements have been written better? Yeah. 

But we are talking about just elementary items there that really 
don’t take much discussion. 

Mr. Gilchrest. This is Lockheed Martin. This is not a new boat 
builder. 

If it is elementary design to go from 110 feet to 123, I mean is 
this that difficult that the hulls are going to breach? What hap- 
pened? 

Mr. DeKort. Sorry. Well, sir, and I can’t speak for the breach, 
but I can speak for all C4ISR. 

Again, it was the perfect storm. They just, they made a strategic 
decision to bid the job without enough C4ISR engineers and to use 
people who literally didn’t have enough background or they didn’t 
have enough people who had the background, and when they got 
into it, they were behind right away because it was aggressively 
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bid. So they quickly had to make decisions so that they could stay 
on schedule. 

Like I said, the person who picked the non-waterproof radios 
background was a software configuration management specialist. It 
was a hardware item. I mean it sounds kind of incredible, I sup- 
pose, but it is literally what happened. 

So that perfect storm just hit it. Sorry, I am mixing metaphors. 
But then it snowballed, and they just got in so deep that I don’t 
know that they could figure a way out. 

Mr. Gilchrest. This was like the chaos theory in reverse. 

Mr. DeKort. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, again, I thank you all. 

Mr. DeKort, what you just said, it seems you are right. It seems 
so elementary. It seems so elementary, it is painful, really, and it 
is painful from the standpoint that we are talking about lives, lives 
of our Coast Guard folks. We are talking about ships that are not 
out there now, guarding our coasts, interdicting drug runners, and 
the American people are paying big time. 

So I want to thank all of you. All I can say is — and I will say 
it 50 million times — if we can send people to the moon, we ought 
to be able to fix a ship that is no bigger than this room. It is in- 
credible to me. 

We ought to be able to have communications whereby Cuba and 
other countries don’t even have the capability of eavesdropping 
onto those communications. It is incredible and literally shocking 
to the conscience. 

Thank you all very much. 

We will move on to the next panel. 

Before you all sit down, I am going to administer the oath. 

Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth and 
nothing but the truth, so help you, God? 

[Witnesses respond in the affirmative.] 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 

Dr. Mackay? 

TESTIMONY OF LEO MACKAY, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER, INTEGRATED COAST GUARD SYSTEMS; MARC 
STANLEY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF GOVERNMENT 
AFFAIRS, BOLLINGER SHIPYARDS, INC.; JAMES E. ANTON, 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF INTEGRATED COAST 
GUARD SYSTEMS AND VICE PRESIDENT OF THE DEEP- 
WATER PROGRAM, NORTHROP GRUMMAN SHIP SYSTEMS; 
THOMAS RODGERS, VICE PRESIDENT, TECHNICAL OPER- 
ATIONS, LOCKHEED MARTIN MARITIME SYSTEMS AND SEN- 
SORS; BRUCE WINTERSTINE, PRINCIPAL PROJECT ANALYST, 
LOCKHEED MARTIN MARITIME SYSTEMS AND SENSORS; 
MARYANNE LAVAN, VICE PRESIDENT FOR ETHICS AND BUSI- 
NESS CONDUCT, LOCKHEED MARTIN 

Mr. Mackay. Good evening, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Mem- 
ber. 

I am very grateful to be here on behalf of the people of Lockheed 
Martin and get the chance to explain the progress that Lockheed 
Martin is achieving on the integrated Deepwater system program 
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where we are responsible for aviation, C4ISR integrated logistics 
and system engineering. 

Lockheed Martin has enabled deployment of more than 75 up- 
graded HH-65 helicopters featuring more powerful engines, deliv- 
ered 2 new HC-144A maritime patrol aircraft with 6 more in vary- 
ing stages of contracting and construction, progressed through de- 
velopmental tests and evaluation of the HC-144A electronic mission 
system, commenced mission system and sensor installation on all 
6 J Model HC-130 long range search aircraft and sustained service 
of the MH-68A armed helicopters comprised in the Coast Guard’s 
helicopter interdiction squadron. 

Lockheed Martin has upgraded command and control systems 
aboard all the Coast Guard’s 39 medium and high endurance cut- 
ters, resulting in significant increases in the seizure of illicit drugs. 

In March, the Coast Guard issued full Authority to Operate, the 
Deepwater command and control system at its district command 
center in Miami in District 7. Achieving Authority to Operate is the 
Government certification that the system performs and operates 
correctly. This system provides enhanced mission planning tools 
and facilitates rapid exchange of information through a common 
operating picture among Coast Guard commands, cutters and air- 
craft. 

The system is now being installed in Sector San Juan in Puerto 
Rico, soon to be followed by a major Coast Guard commands in 
Massachusetts, Virginia, Washington, Hawaii, California and Lou- 
isiana. 

Deepwater is delivering and making a real difference impacting 
drug seizures, migrant interdiction and lives saved. On the Pacific 
Coast earlier this year, the Coast Guard performed a rescue uti- 
lizing an HH-65 Charlie helicopter under conditions that would 
have been impossible for the aircraft that it replaced. 

Just last month, the Coast Guard Cutter Sherman, patrolling off 
Central America, utilized its Lockheed Martin installed electronics 
to track passively a ship of interest, to board her without alerting 
her and to coordinate the seizure of a record 21 tons of cocaine with 
a street vale of $300 million via secure satellite communications. 

We take the concerns raised by the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity’s Inspector General, seriously. 

For example, during a Lockheed Martin review of 123 foot patrol 
boat cabling, it was determined that 85 out of approximately 490 
cables per ship cannot be confirmed as having low smoke prop- 
erties. Subsequently, the Government determined that the risks 
were low enough to grant a waiver. The cables extend outside on 
the mast or on the deck, are surrounded by windows enabling easy 
ventilation and are short in length. 

After C4ISR equipment environmental requirements were up- 
dated in 2005, it became necessary to resolve inconsistencies in the 
specifications. A joint Coast Guard-Lockheed Martin working group 
was established, and after their consideration of the mission criti- 
cality of each component, its specification compliance and its func- 
tion aboard the boat, a request for waiver was determined to be the 
appropriate action. 

This action permitted reconciliation of the program’s acquisition 
strategy to maximize the use of ruggedized, off the shelf commer- 
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cial and Government equipment with a multitude of military stand- 
ards incorporated into the requirements. By requesting a waiver, 
the Coast Guard was afforded the ultimate decision as to a course 
of action according to its standards of cost effectiveness and safety. 

While there has heen much discussion regarding C4ISR TEM- 
PEST capabilities, the Inspector General determined in its report 
that the installed C4ISR system was not a security vulnerability. 
In fact, an independent third party, the U.S. Navy Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Center or SPAWAR as it is colloquially 
known, determined the system on the 123 foot patrol boats did not 
have compromising emissions in two instrumented tests, and it was 
subsequently approved by the Coast Guard to operate in a classi- 
fied environment. 

Finally, as the Inspector General found, the camera system on 
the 123 foot patrol boats fully complies with the video surveillance 
system requirements. It was designed as part of an overlapping se- 
ries of measures including sentries and an intruder detection sys- 
tem. Lockheed Martin did not consider it prudent to unilaterally 
increase costs by providing functionality that the customer did not 
want or need. 

We continue to support the implementation, contractual and pro- 
gram management process improvements initiated by the Coast 
Guard as well as the active incorporation of lessons learned. We 
have supported the creation of a joint configuration control board 
and the participation of third parties for independent certification. 

In closing, I would like to read a short quote from the com- 
manding officer of the Coast Guard’s new Lockheed Martin in- 
stalled C4ISR training center in Petaluma, California: “The con- 
trast between our tools of 1983 and the tools of the future ships 
like the Bertholf is significant. I remember analog radar, message 
traffic by teletype, paper charts and maneuvering boards, Polaroid 
cameras and slow criminal history checks.” 

“By contrast, our new National Security Cutters will train on 
computerized digital sensors, radar and charts, have live sharable 
digital video, message traffic by PC, voice communications with 
anyone, clear or secure, and real time criminal histories and intel- 
ligence checks.” 

“The Coast Guard will have increased maritime domain aware- 
ness to identify threats and a common operating picture to act 
when necessary, all to protect our coastlines and citizens.” 

Thank you again for the opportunity to present and explain the 
progress we are achieving on the Deepwater program. I look for- 
ward to answering your questions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Stanley, do you have a statement? 

Mr. Stanley. No, I don’t have a statement. I am here to answer 
questions. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anton? 

Mr. Anton. Good evening, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 
of the Committee, and thank you for the opportunity to appear be- 
fore you to discuss the Deepwater program. 
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I am the Executive Vice President of Integrated Coast Guard 
Systems and the Vice President of the Deepwater Program of Nor- 
throp Grumman Ship Systems. 

As you may know, NGSS has nearly 70 years of experience de- 
signing, constructing and maintaining ships of all types. In that 
time, NGSS Gulf Coast operations has produced a total of 534 
ships and has built nearly a quarter of the Navy’s current fleet. 

On behalf of the Northrop Grumman and all the men and women 
working in support of this program, I would also like to thank this 
Committee for their strong support of the Coast Guard and of the 
Deepwater program. 

The 110 foot patrol boats have seen extensive duty since their 
entry into service some 20 years ago. The 123 conversion was in- 
tended as an interim measure to enhance the capabilities of the 
aging patrol fleet until a new vessel, the Fast Response Cutter, was 
available to replace it. 

The conversion work was performed by Bollinger Shipyards, the 
original builder of the 110s under subcontract to Northrop Grum- 
man. 

The conversion project underwent a traditional set of design and 
review processes with contractor and Coast Guard personnel. After 
being awarded the patrol boat conversion work but before begin- 
ning the actual conversion work, the Coast Guard, ICGS, NGSS, 
Lockheed Martin and Bollinger with their joint venture partner. 
Halter, engaged in design reviews including a preliminary design 
review, a critical design review and a production readiness review. 
These reviews were reviews of the 123 conversion design which 
were presented to the Coast Guard in increasing levels of details. 

Although not a contract requirement, ICGS conducted the Pre- 
liminary Design Review or PDR. As part of the PDR process, draw- 
ings and analysis were submitted to the Coast Guard for consider- 
ation and review. Half of the attendees at the PDR were Coast 
Guard personnel. 

The next stage was Critical Design Review or CDR. In conjunc- 
tion with CDR, the Coast Guard reviewed a series of design 
deliverables. CDR presentations included results from a number of 
design tests, and the Coast Guard represented nearly half of the 
attendees. 

CDR was followed again by a Production Readiness Review. Dur- 
ing the PRR, the production process, procedures and state of the 
design to convert the 110 vessel into the 123 were presented. As 
with the design reviews, the Coast Guard fully participated in the 
PRR process. 

Four days later, the Coast Guard delivered the Matagorda to 
Bollinger for conversion in Lockport, Louisiana. 

In addition to these various reviews with the Coast Guard during 
the conversion of the first vessel, the Matagorda, the American Bu- 
reau of Shipping examined the design of the hull extension, the 
new deckhouse and monitored key elements of the work being per- 
formed. The Coast Guard also had a Program Management Resi- 
dent Office on site to oversee the 123 conversions. 

At the completion of each conversion and as part of the accept- 
ance process, the Coast Guard, similar to what the Navy does, es- 
tablished an In-Service Inspection Board to examine the perform- 
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ance of the converted cutter and make a formal recommendation of 
acceptance. 

At the conclusion of the Matagorda work, Abs issued a letter of 
approval for the conversion work and expressed no reservations 
with the feasibility of the conversion. 

Based on all of these reviews and actions, the Coast Guard ac- 
cepted delivery of the Matagorda. This same process was applied 
to each of the seven patrol boats delivered to and accepted by the 
Coast Guard. 

To date, the problems associated with the 123 conversion include 
buckling or hull deformation and shaft and propeller line problems. 
Neither Coast Guard engineers nor our engineers have been able 
to determine the root cause for the 123 patrol boat structural prob- 
lems. 

We understand that Admiral Allen has decided to decommission 
the eight 123 boats converted under the Deepwater program. We 
are not privy to the research, tests and reports that led to this deci- 
sion. We will continue to support the Coast Guard’s effort to ad- 
dress its mission needs. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss with you the 
Deepwater program. 

Mr. Cummings. Does anyone else have a statement? 

Thank you very much. 

Let me just begin the questioning. To Mr. Rodgers, what position 
did you hold with regard to the Deepwater program? 

Mr. Rodgers. From January, 2003 through September, 2005, I 
was the Lead Program Manager for Lockheed Martin. 

Mr. Cummings. Did that position give you the overall day to day 
costs and schedule responsibility for the entire Deepwater and 
C4ISR effort? 

Mr. Rodgers. The C4ISR effort was part of that responsibility. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Was there ever any suggestion pro- 
vided by you or your superiors at Lockheed Martin that costs and 
schedule goals were paramount and that the mission needs of the 
Coast Guard took a back seat to these considerations? 

Mr. Rodgers. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Was there pressure to produce this? 

You were here when Mr. Braden testified, were you not? 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Cummings. I think he talked a little bit about pressure. I am 
not trying to put words in his mouth, but he did talk about pres- 
sure. So you don’t know anything about that pressure, the pressure 
that he talked about? 

Mr. Rodgers. From an overall program, there is always pressure 
to perform in that sense. In my 24 years, there is always pressure 
to execute the job you are assigned to. 

Mr. Cummings. Is it the case that employees of Lockheed Martin 
regarding an assignment to the Deepwater project as a type of pun- 
ishment? Did you ever get that impression? 

Mr. Rodgers. No, I did not. 

Mr. Cummings. To what degree did limited resources available 
for the C4ISR components of the Deepwater project contribute to 
the failure of Lockheed to meet all contractual requirements of the 
systems installed in the 123s? 
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In other words, were there budgetary problems? 

Mr. Rodgers. Overall, we had a schedule challenge. We missed 
the original schedule in November of 2003, and it was replanned 
with the Coast Guard to March of 2004. The major focus area was 
how do we achieve the first delivery. 

Mr. Cummings. Wait a minute. I am sorry. I didn’t hear a word 
you said. 

Mr. Rodgers. Okay. 

Mr. Cummings. Say that again. 

Mr. Rodgers. The original schedule for delivery of the 123 was 
November of 2003, and we did a replan with the Coast Guard to 
make that March of 2004. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. 

Mr. Rodgers. So from a schedule point of view, we replanned the 
original schedule. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Now you heard the testimony of Mr. 
DeKort, did you not? 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Cummings. Were you here for the entire testimony? 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Cummings. Did Mr. DeKort raise each and every one of 
these issues to you and your superiors, the ones that he stated? 

Mr. Rodgers. Not to me personally. 

Mr. Cummings. Did you Imow about them? 

Mr. Rodgers. I knew. I knew after the fact in a sense that I 
knew there were some issues. I facilitated him meeting with some 
of senior management. To that point, I was aware of them. 

Mr. Cummings. In other words, did you know what he was going 
to meet with senior management about? 

Mr. Rodgers. I know he had some concerns with the program 
that were not being addressed, and he wanted to have the ability 
to talk to some people in more senior management. 

Mr. Cummings. In other words, you made it possible for him? 

Mr. Rodgers. That was facilitated. 

Mr. Cummings. So you never really discussed them in any kind 
of detail, is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes, from my seat, I would not. I was the overall 
program manager. So I would not have spoken in technical detail 
to his concerns. We would have relayed that to engineering. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me ask you this. Do you know whatever be- 
came? Do you know who he met with as a result of your facilitating 
discussions? Do you know who he met with after that, in other 
words, who you made it possible for him to talk to? 

Mr. Rodgers. He mentioned in his testimony that he met with 
the Vice President of Engineering, Carl Bannar. I was aware of 
that meeting. 

Mr. Cummings. You know for a fact that he did meet with the 
Vice President. What is his name again? 

Mr. Rodgers. Carl Bannar. 

Mr. Cummings. You know for a fact that he met with him? 

Mr. Rodgers. I knew that meeting was being set up and I have 
no reason to believe that did not happen. 
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Mr. Cummings. You did hear. I guess to facilitate the meeting, 
you had to hear a little bit about what he was concerned about. Did 
you have an immediate response other than facilitating a meeting? 

Mr. Rodgers. Overall, he has a chain of command within his de- 
partment. His concerns, I believe, were expressed to his chain of 
command as he testified. 

Mr. Cummings. Where would you have been on the chain of com- 
mand in regard to him? 

Mr. Rodgers. I was the overall Program Manager. 

Mr. Cummings. In other words, what I am trying to say is he 
had to go two steps up to get to you? Were you on the same level? 
I am trying to figure out. 

Mr. Rodgers. In general - 

Mr. Cummings. Hear my question. I am just trying to figure out 
where you fit on the chain. 

Mr. Rodgers. Overall, from a Lockheed perspective, there was 
approximately 350 people in the Deepwater program. I was the 
overall lead. 

Mr. Cummings. The last words? 

Mr. Rodgers. I was the overall lead. 

Mr. Cummings. So you were like at the top? 

Mr. Rodgers. Or second to the top, yes. 

Mr. Rodgers. Okay, so in order for him to get to you, that meant 
he skipped over some folks. 

In other words, what I am trying to get to is he got to you, and 
you said there is a chain of command. You said there are some 300 
people. You are at the top. So you then told him to meet with some- 
body above you. Is that it? 

Mr. Rodgers. Overall, he had some engineering concerns. We 
had him meet with the head of engineering to share his concerns. 

Mr. Cummings. The person who you facilitated the meeting with, 
the vice president that you spoke of. 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. That person was above you. 

Mr. Rodgers. Correct. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay, gotcha. 

You are familiar with the Deepwater program, and you just said 
that you were responsible for the day to day costs and schedule re- 
sponsibilities. So you are pretty familiar with it, are you not? 

Mr. Rodgers. I left the program 18 months ago. So I am familiar 
with it up until September of 2005. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, let me ask you. You heard the complaints 
of Mr. DeKort today, did you not? 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Cummings. I am just wondering. Do you have an opinion? Do 
you think they were reasonable complaints? 

Mr. Rodgers. The first time I read his complaints was in the In- 
spector General’s report which when I called to testify I read. I un- 
derstand the Inspector General’s report. I don’t have a specific 
opinion on his complaints from a technical perspective because his 
complaints to me are technical perspectives. 

Mr. Cummings. Is that unusual for employees to have complaints 
of this nature, to have had them with regard to this Deepwater 
program? I am just curious. 
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I am sure you have done other programs too. Is it unusual for 
people to bring issues like this to you? 

Mr. Rodgers. No, it is not unusual for people to bring issues like 
this to me. 

Mr. Cummings. Now did you ever have a conversation with the 
vice president that you referred him to about his complaints? Was 
there ever a conversation, ever? 

Mr. Rodgers. No, not about his complaints, specifically. 

Mr. Cummings. Say that again. 

Mr. Rodgers. Not about his complaints, specifically. 

Mr. Cummings. About him? 

Mr. Rodgers. Other than facilitating the meeting, I did not get 
feedback from the meeting. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Now were you aware that Lockheed 
had planned to install a non-waterproof radio in the prosecutors’ 
launch from the 123s? Were you aware of that? 

Mr. Rodgers. No, I was not. 

Mr. Cummings. Were you aware that the installation of a non- 
waterproof radio would put the crew or the prosecutors at risk of 
potential electric shock? 

Mr. Rodgers. Can you clarify when you say are you aware? 

Mr. Cummings. Well, this is what I am asking you. You are the 
day to day guy. 

Mr. Rodgers. Right. 

Mr. Cummings. You are number one and number two. You are 
up there. You are up there, and you said, I didn’t say this, you said 
it. You are the day to day costs and schedule responsibility guy, 
and you said you are familiar with the project. 

Mr. Rodgers. Correct. 

Mr. Cummings. I mean is that right? I am not trying to put 
words in your mouth. 

Mr. Rodgers. 123 is just one of many projects within the Deep- 
water program. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. Now what I am asking you is that I think 
you would agree if you heard Mr. DeKort, and I think maybe an- 
other person may have said it too. This radio that they use is their 
means of communication. Is that right? 

Mr. Rodgers. I am not a technical expert on the 123 design. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me ask you this. If you are producing a boat 
and water is splashing up on it and there is a radio, would you 
deem it prudent to have a radio that is waterproof? 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes, I would. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me ask you something else. Were you aware 
that the topside equipment was installed on the 123s that would 
not meet environmental requirements? 

Mr. Rodgers. No, I was not aware at that time. 

Mr. Cummings. Were you aware that Mr. DeKort tried to iden- 
tify this noncompliant equipment and have it replaced and that 
Lockheed directed him not to do so? 

Mr. Rodgers. No, I was not aware of that. 

Mr. Cummings. Were you aware that the contractor eventually 
self-certified that the topside equipment met specifications when, 
in fact, it did not? Did you know that? 

That is from the IG report? Are you aware of that? 
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Mr. Rodgers. I have read the IG report once. I am not familiar. 
I have not studied its contents. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me ask you this. Do these things that I am 
saying to you concern you? 

I mean, in other words, you were the top guy. 

Mr. Rodgers. Right. 

Mr. Cummings. We have a radio that is not waterproof. We have 
got topside equipment that they claimed met specifications but 
didn’t, and you are the top guy. You are the one, I guess, that if 
anything goes wrong, somebody says, wait a minute, what hap- 
pened? Is that right? 

You are the one that I guess the President would ask the ques- 
tions of 

Mr. Rodgers. I have overall program oversight. 

Mr. Cummings. Does it concern you that these things have come 
out in the IG report when you were responsible for this? 

Mr. Rodgers. From an IG report, as I said, I read it. I have not 
studied its results. I have been off the program. The first time I 
saw the IG report was on Tuesday of this week. 

Mr. Cummings. Maybe you can answer this and maybe you can’t. 
Why was the deficiency in the topside equipment on the 123s not 
clearly spelled out on the Matagorda’s DD-250 as the intention to 
submit a waiver for noncompliance when the requirement for low 
smoke cabling was clearly singled out in the DD-250? 

Mr. Rodgers. I don’t know. 

Mr. Cummings. Was the deficiency with the topside equipment 
noted on any of the DD-250 forms or any of the eight 110 foot pa- 
trol boats lengthened to 123 feet? 

Mr. Rodgers. I would not have had the day to day cognizance 
of what went on that 123 DD-250. 

Mr. Cummings. Did the integrated team indicate on self-certifi- 
cation forms that there were no applicable environmental require- 
ments for the topside equipment? 

Mr. Rodgers. I am not familiar with the self-certification form. 

Mr. Cummings. Is there anybody up here that would be familiar 
with that? Do you know? Nobody? 

Can you all, can anybody tell us who we can get the answers to 
these questions from? Anybody? 

Mr. Mackay, you seem like you have got an answer? 

Mr. Mackay. Mr. Chairman, if I might. 

Mr. Cummings. This concerns us because we are here just trying 
to get to the bottom of some things, and you tell us that you are 
in charge. This is a major corporation, major project. You are sit- 
ting there under oath, and then you tell us you don’t know any- 
thing. 

Mr. Taylor said something that was very interesting when he 
talked about the fact that he couldn’t understand why nobody had 
been fired. I guess nobody has been fired because nobody knows 
anything. 

Mr. Mackay? 

Mr. Mackay. Mr. Chairman, if I might, just to explain some 
things about the way the certifications and the other things, the re- 
quirements on the program are determined. As other people have 
mentioned, it is an IPT environment, and issues are vetted in a 
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joint environment — Coast Guard, Lockheed Martin, Northrop 
Grumman, industry. 

In specifying a ship program and the C4ISR specifically on that, 
the way the program operated was that there is a cutter certifi- 
cation matrix, some 1,700 documents that have all the require- 
ments and specifications that cutter, that go into outlining the re- 
quirements for a cutter, that industry must meet as it presents the 
cutter for DD-250 and acceptance. 

What happens is from those universal requirements, the cutter 
specific certification matrix or a subset of those requirements is 
called out, and they are either assigned to the HM&E lead, Nor- 
throp Grumman, Bollinger, Halter-Bollinger, those folks or to 
C4ISR. 

In the event as I understand it and have talked to people who 
have contemporaneous knowledge, the issue is that if you look in 
the IG report, the standard that is called out. Mil. Standard 1399 
Charlie, at the time was only specified for HM&E. It was not speci- 
fied for C4ISR. It was not until the July, 2005 timeframe that that 
specification was deemed and agreed to by Coast Guard and indus- 
try working together, that that specific sort. Sort 21, if you look on 
the document, presented in the IG report, photostatically copied 
there, was deemed to apply to C4ISR. 

That is why if you look closely at that document, the signature 
attesting to the SO 16 is from Bollinger. They were attesting to en- 
vironmental standards with respect to HM&E. 

Once those, it was understood that those should be assigned 
properly to C4ISR, a joint working group was undertaken, and as 
the IG outlines in its report, eventually a request for waiver proc- 
ess was undertaken. 

And let me be clear about what that process entails. Industry 
presents to Government the conditions, specifications, costs of com- 
plying with the requirement. Then Government looks at that data 
and makes an independent judgment based on its standards of cost 
effectiveness, its assessment of the safety consideration and either 
grants the waiver or deviation or does not do so. And so, it is a 
very disicplined process in which all the facts relevant come out on 
the table, and the Government is allowed to make a decision about 
the prudence of a waiver or deviation or compliance to the require- 
ment. 

And so, the form S016 that is photostatically copied in the IG re- 
port does not bear a Lockheed Martin signature because at that 
time on the program in March, 2005-EE I think if you look on the 
document-EE those specifications. Mil. Standard 1399 Charlie or 
Sort 21 as it is also called right there on the form were not under- 
stood by either Government or industry to pertain to the C4ISR 
portion of the program. 

That judgment was subsequently corrected or changed, altered 
by mutual agreement. 

Mr. Cummings. The Coast Guard has always said that the cer- 
tification was required. Are you familiar or aware of that? 

You haven’t heard the testimony. But are you aware of that? 

Mr. Mackay. No, sir, I am not. 

Mr. Cummings. They have consistently said that. 
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Mr. Mackay. The facts that I am aware of, Mr. Chairman, are 
that it was not until July, 2005, that that specific sort was deemed 
to apply to C4ISR. It was given to the HM&E side of the program. 
It was not given to the C4 side until later in the spring, summer 
timeframe of 2005. 

Mr. Cummings. Would it concern you if we produced a system. 
C4 system, where the Cubans and others could eavesdrop? 

I am just curious. Would that concern you? 

You know I look, I watch when a President comes to the capital, 
and they go through 50 million changes. They bring in all kinds of 
experts to make sure he has got a secure line. I mean they have 
somebody guarding the line. I mean literally. I wish you could see 
the operation. 

When I listen to the testimony that we heard a little earlier 
about countries being able to eavesdrop, I am just wondering is 
that something that would concern Lockheed Martin? 

Mr. Mackay. Yes, sir, it very well would, and I would like to just 
read from the DHS IG report on page five. You know the com- 
plaint. I am quoting here. I am reading from the report itself 

The complaint also alleged that the use of non-braided cable 
would limit the 123 cutter’s ability to meet TEMPEST testing re- 
quirements which we have talked about at length here. However, 
TEMPEST testing conducted on the Matagorda and Padre between 
February, 2004 and July, 2006, indicated the cabling installed on 
the C4ISR upgrade was not a source of compromising emissions. 
Those instrumented tests were conducted by SPAWAR, by the 
Navy Space and Electronic Warfare Command, the U.S. Navy with 
all their expertise. 

Mr. Cummings. To your knowledge, was there ever certification, 
TEMPEST certification done and it passed? 

Mr. Mackay. I am not. 

Mr. Cummings. Are you familiar with any TEMPEST certifi- 
cation that took place with regard to the systems that you put in 
place? 

Mr. Mackay. I am aware of these tests that were done by the 
Navy’s Space and Electronic Warfare Command. One was done 
prior to the DD-250 or the acceptance of the vessel in the February, 
2004 timeframe, and the other was done in 2006 after the allega- 
tions were raised in the IG report, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, why were you testing in 2004? 

Mr. Mackay. That would be testing pursuant to the DD-250 
which is the turning over of the vessel from industry to Govern- 
ment. It is an acceptance form. That is what a DD-250 is, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. You were testing then. So then there were tests 
later on. Is that correct? 

Mr. Mackay. Yes, sir. After the IG report and the concerns were 
raised, another instrumented test was performed by the Navy and 
SPAWAR, and I just read the quote from the IG report about the 
results of those instrumented tests conducted by the Navy. I can 
read it again, sir, if you would like. 

Mr. Cummings. No. I am going to come back. 

Mr. Mackay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. LaTourette? 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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Just a couple of observations before I make my questions, I 
would say to the Chairman over my spring vacation, one of the 
places that I visited was the Lockheed Martin site in Akron. Mr. 
Chairman, you should see. They have taken over the air dock down 
in Akron, Ohio. It is one of three, it is my understanding, that are 
existing still in the Country, and they are going to build a high al- 
titude airship. We are not only excited about that, but we are 
happy with the work of the aerostats that are protecting our border 
and also doing yeoman’s work at 5,000 feet in the Middle East. 

Having said that, I know that you were all in the room for the 
first panel. There is nobody, I think, on the Committee, there is no- 
body in the audience, there is nobody in the Country that thinks 
that spending $90 million for eight ships that don’t work is a good 
idea or that it is acceptable. If anybody think that it was a good 
idea, then you can chime in, but I don’t think I am going to get 
any responses. 

There is a big difference between that in my mind because you 
prosecute people. You sue people. Money damages are awarded. 
There is a big difference between that and some of the stuff that 
came up during the first panel and then some of the accusations, 
quite frankly, that are being leveled against Lockheed Martin. 

The staff tells me that these cameras located around here, 60 
Minutes, and I am going to tell you that there are two types of sto- 
ries. There is bad performance on a contract which is unacceptable, 
but there are also two allegations that I really think. Dr. Mackay, 
I would like you to address, that have been made during the course 
of the first panel and maybe as we proceed. 

Mr. DeKort, the whistleblower in this case, and let us start with 
one first and that is national security. The story sort of perking 
under the surface here is that because of a difference between $7 
a cable, $7.95 for 10 feet of a cable and $27.95 for 10 feet of cable, 
that Lockheed Martin in the reconfiguration of these 110 foot ships 
made either a schedule decision or a cost decision to put our na- 
tional security at risk by installing aluminum mylar cable instead 
of the braided shielded cable. 

I think I need you to tell me what you think about that allega- 
tion. 

Mr. Mackay. Well, what I will tell you is what I know, sir, is 
that, and these facts are verified by the IG report, the aluminum 
mylar cable met contract specifications. I think the experts that 
were here said that there are design choices that are made. Braid- 
ed cable has some superior characteristics, but it is not always and 
universally a superior or the appropriate choice. 

As verified by the IG report, the aluminum mylar met contract 
specifications and both these tests conducted by the Navy’s 
SPAWAR and reported in this IG report said that there were no 
compromising emissions. That is what. 

Mr. LaTourette. That is my next question because Mr. Atkin- 
son said. You may remember I asked Mr. Atkinson, can any wit- 
ness under oath, hut even not under, I mean I don’t think every- 
body has to be under oath. If they don’t tell the truth, that is a 
bad thing, the oath notwithstanding. 

But I believe in response to my question, can any witness come 
before us and indicate that this system passed the TEMPEST test. 
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and he said that anybody that said that would be committing per- 
jury. 

Now I understood you to not only read that section on page five 
of the IG’s report but I understood you to say in your introductory 
testimony that the TEMPEST system passed. Is that right? 

Mr. Mackay. Sir, what I am attesting to is what I read. 

Mr. LaTourette. Right. 

Mr. Mackay. There were no compromising emissions. That was 
the judgment of the DHS IG reviewing that data. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay, but for your sake as well as the Coun- 
try’s sake, I want that in language that people sitting home appar- 
ently some Sunday evening can understand. 

The allegation was made that Eidel Castro is going to be listen- 
ing in on our most secure communications. The keys to the king- 
dom was the phrase used by the first panel. Because Lockheed 
Martin made a design choice to put in the $7.95 cable as opposed 
to the $27.95, the keys to the kingdom are given to Eidel Castro 
and our enemies. I want you to tell me that that is not so if you 
believe that. 

Mr. Mackay. Sir, that is what I believe, and that is what, if you 
read the Inspector General’s report, that is what they attest to. 

Mr. LaTourette. Now let me get to the second issue because 
just as important, if not more important, than national security are 
the lives and the well being of the Guardsmen that serve on these 
ships. Mr. DeKort’s second observation was about low smoke ca- 
bling. 

I think Mr. Oberstar was exact. I think many of us remember 
what happened when the bundled cables ignited, and we had hor- 
rible problems on airplanes. There has to be a reason for low smoke 
cabling specifications for fires as well as certainly the health and 
safety of the crew. 

I understood you to say that you went to the Coast Guard. Who 
came to who on the low smoke cabling? 

I am sorry for not remembering. Did you go to them for the waiv- 
er or did they come to you and ask for a waiver? 

Mr. Mackay. Since we are in an IPT, it is sort of we always dis- 
cover these things in almost simultaneously, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay, but regardless, a waiver was granted. So 
somebody reached the conclusion, and maybe jointly if you are all 
in these meetings, that low smoke cabling wasn’t required on these 
110 conversions or at least waived that requirement. 

Mr. Mackay. The determination was made that in a situation 
like this, you examine all of the relevant facts which is where the 
low smoke cabling is, what the density of it is. Those are just a 
couple of things. When an analysis was done, 85 of 490 C4ISR ca- 
bles that are on each individual ship were not low smoke. 

A couple of facts: 16 of the 85 cables were actually extended out- 
side to the mast or on deck. So if the issue is that when there is 
a fire, that there are fumes, those fumes immediately waft away. 

Seventy-one of the 85 cables run into the pilothouse which is sur- 
rounded by windows enabling easy ventilation and the cables. 

We are using commercial off the shelf or Government off the 
shelf equipment, trying to maximize savings. That is our acquisi- 
tion strategy. And so, a lot of times you have proprietary cable as- 
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semblies where there is not a low smoke equivalent available. 
There are cable assemblies that are attached to equipment, to 
radar masts and the like. Sometimes if you remove the manufac- 
turer supply cable, you void the manufacturer’s warranty, and in 
some situations it might be cost prohibitive due to the employment 
of unique connectors. 

But all of that data, and it is a request for waiver or deviation. 
All of that data, all those considerations are bundled together. 
They are given to the Government. 

The Government makes a jud^ent based on cost effectiveness, 
its safety standards, how much risk it is willing to take and wheth- 
er it is a prudent risk, and they either grant a waiver or they say 
no, you have to. That is the process, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. I get that. I get that. During these hearings, 
I think there was bad judgment all the way around. 

But, again, I want this to be real clear on the record. The allega- 
tion is made, and people aren’t being shy about the allegation here. 
The allegation is made to save money, to meet a deadline, Lock- 
heed Martin installed low smoke cables on a ship that endangered 
the lives of Coast Guardsmen, and I want you to tell me whether 
that is true or not. 

Mr. Mackay. No, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Because of the explanation, I assume. 

Mr. Mackay. The explanation, I assume? I am not saying that 
there is no low smoke, that there is not, that all the cabling is low 
smoke 

Mr. LaTourette. I know that. 

Mr. Mackay. I said that for all the factors that I mentioned. 

Mr. LaTourette. But my question was the allegation is that by 
not using low smoke cables, you put Coast Guardsmen at risk and 
you put the ship at risk. I believe your answer is no, but could you 
just say no if that is your answer. 

Mr. Mackay. No, sir, not in the judgment of the Government 
which granted the waiver. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay. The last question, Mr. Chairman, just so 
we are not parsing words. 

On the TEMPEST system passing, I think that if Mr. Atkinson 
were able to come back in here and take another swing, he would 
say that the reason that the TEMPEST system passed the 
SPAWAR test was because so many waivers were granted that it 
really didn’t pass the test; it passed a test that wasn’t a test. 
Would he be right if he said that? 

Mr. Mackay. Sir, that is a question that would have to be asked 
to the Government agencies that granted that. 

Mr. LaTourette. Then I will. 

Mr. Mackay. And also to, I guess, the IG that made the deter- 
mination that there were no emanations that compromised those 
standards, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Right. Okay, thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. In fairness, I want to be real clear. We are under 
oath, and I want to be real clear. 

SPAWAR has stated to this Committee that they did not certify 
the ships in an instrument test. They simply ran a test. They gave 
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the data to the Coast Guard. It had deficiencies. The Coast Guard 
has turned over records that we have in our possession, that we 
have reviewed, that showed that they could not have passed and 
if they did “pass” it was because of waivers. 

The IG told the Committee that the Coast Guard told them they 
passed. In other words, the Coast Guard says they passed, but the 
IG did not have the expertise, and that is according to the IG, to 
evaluate the records. And so, the Committee did have the records 
evaluated. 

We can mess with words from now until forever, but we have 
gone through 50 million changes getting records. As a lawyer, I 
have never seen anything like it, from the Coast Guard mainly. 
Our staffs have spent literally 19 hour days going through those 
records. We got records as late as yesterday evening that we re- 
quested almost a month ago. 

I hear you, Mr. LaTourette, but I don’t want the record to remain 
there, that there is something where there has been TEMPEST 
certification because I know you are as concerned as I am that cer- 
tification has been, in fact, done. All I can say is that is what we 
have. 

I am going to come back to you, Mr. Rodgers, because I have 
some concerns about some of your testimony, but now we will go 
on to Mr. Oberstar. 

Mr. Oberstar. Was there a contract specification for a particular 
type of radio for these vessels? 

Mr. Mackay. Mr. Chairman, if you are directing that at me, I 
was not on the program at that time. My entry to the program was 
in July of 2005. I don’t have any contemporaneous knowledge of 
that. 

Mr. Oberstar. Well, in the contract, this is an unusual type of 
contract in which there was an absence of very specific contract 
specifications. So in the agreement, in the contractual agreement 
between the Coast Guard and Lockheed who is the electronics sup- 
pliers, was the contractor free to choose what it, in its judgment, 
felt was the proper equipment to put on board this class of vessels? 

You don’t know? You can’t answer that question? 

Mr. Mackay. With specific reference to those radios, no, sir, I 
cannot. 

Mr. Oberstar. Is anyone on the panel able to answer that ques- 
tion? 

Mr. Rodgers. Dr. Mackay mentioned the IPT. Within the IPT 
environment, the Coast Guard working with ICGS, with Northrop 
Grumman and Lockheed Martin would then have gone through 
that process to choose which radios. 

Mr. Oberstar. So somebody made a choice for a radio that was 
not waterproof to be operating at sea in an exposed situation where 
it could short out or shock someone or worse, right? 

No one wants to take responsibility for that. No one knows any- 
thing about it on the panel. 

Lockheed was the contractor, right? 

Mr. Mackay. Yes, sir, I just, my experience on the program just 
doesn’t extend back that far, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Oberstar. The issues that I think Mr. LaTourette was rais- 
ing about whether individuals were compromised is not a question 
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of whether he made a deliberate choice of the type of cable to 
achieve a particular end, but the fact is that this cable was not suf- 
ficient. The cable used on the to-be 123 foot patrol boats was not 
sufficient to prevent leakage, correct? 

That is what we heard from the previous panel. 

But on the 170s, that cable, the more secure cable was, in fact, 
used. Now why was cabling on one class of vessels used at a higher 
level and a different level used on the other class of vessels? 

Dr. Mackay, have you got an answer? 

Mr. Mackay. I don’t. Chairman. As I mentioned, my tenure on 
the program doesn’t extend back to that timeframe. I can take the 
question for the record if you would like. 

Mr. Oberstar. Mr. Winterstine, do you believe Lockheed made 
the right technical, contractual and ethical decisions on the 123 
program? 

Mr. Winterstine. Mr. chairman, Lockheed Martin entered into 
a contract arrangement to satisfy the 123 requirements that we 
had under contract. We went through the design processes, shared 
those designs with the Coast Guard, discussed those designs with 
the Coast Guard and then implemented those designs. So, yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. You are the Program Management Liaison of the 
integrated team. 

Mr. Winterstine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Are the allegations made that you heard previous 
by Michael DeKort, are they with or without merit? 

Mr. Winterstine. Mr. Chairman, Mr. DeKort made quite a few 
allegations. I would rather not offer opinion, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Well, on January 7th, 2004, Mr. DeKort sent a 
memo to a number of people including Mr. Rodgers, and there are 
others, Mr. Clifford; Mr. Ewing, Patrick; McLaverty, Brian. Brian 
McLaverty, I am sorry, I just got the names in reverse order. 

In which he says: “I have become increasingly frustrated with 
the direction the Deepwater project is following, and we have sac- 
rificed hard earned and well founded engineering and customer fo- 
cused principles in order to meet the needs of nonrealistic sched- 
ules. I believe this path will lead, at best, to the delivery of a sub- 
standard product that will harm our reputation and, at worst, the 
delivery of a product that will hamper our customers’ ability to suc- 
cessfully carry out their mission.” 

Are you aware of that memo? 

Mr. Winterstine. No, sir, I am not. 

Mr. Oberstar. Mr. Rodgers, you were on that memo. Are you 
aware of it? 

Mr. Rodgers. Not specifically. 

Mr. Oberstar. If you received such a memo, would that get your 
attention? 

Mr. Rodgers. Was it a memo? Was it e-mail? 

Mr. Oberstar. Whether it was an e-mail or a memo makes no 
difference. It was a message sent on January 7th, 2004, time, 11:53 
a.m. Maybe it was an e-mail. 

The question is it is a very strong allegation: a substandard prod- 
uct that will harm our reputation and, at worst, the delivery of a 
product that will hamper our customer’s ability to successfully 
carry out their mission. 
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Mr. Rodgers. Sir, what you are referring to is an e-mail, and I 
am not specifically familiar with this e-mail itself. 

Mr. Oberstar. If you had gotten that, would that trouble you? 

Would you want to do something about it? 

Mr. Rodgers. Overall, with that said, I would encourage him to 
express his concerns to his management and let us get them adju- 
dicated. 

Mr. Oberstar. Well, it doesn’t appear that much was done about 
it. It was sent. You didn’t see it, and you were one of the assignees. 

Mr. Rodgers. I receive many, many e-mails in a day. 

Mr. Oberstar. This is a big contract. 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. This goes to the expertise of your organization. 
You are supposed to pay careful attention to this stuff and not dis- 
miss it saying I get many e-mails. I get thousands. All of us get 
thousands of communications a week. 

Mr. Rodgers. Yes, sir, I did not specifically 

Mr. Oberstar. Something of this magnitude, it is serious. You 
have got to pay attention to it. 

Mr. Cummings. Will the gentleman yield for just one question? 

Mr. Oberstar. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding. 

In answer to one of my questions, you said that the first time you 
had heard about this was, I think recently and you just did not 
have very much detail about it. This memo really outlines every- 
thing very, very carefully. I am just wondering does this refresh 
your recollection at all, this memo, now that you have it in your 
hand because he really lays out everything and you are one of the 
top people on the project. 

If somebody came and said I have got these issues, Mr. Rodgers, 
and they put them in writing, and they are talking about issues 
that go to our national security and go to the safety of the wonder- 
ful, brave men and women, patriotic men and women of the Coast 
Guard that we are supposed to be producing a vessel for, that is 
safe. It seems to me that is something that would go to the very 
essence of your thought process. 

It would also concern you that your corporation, Lockheed Mar- 
tin, you don’t want them, I am sure, to be placed in an embar- 
rassing position. 

But what you are saying is that you don’t remember the e-mail 
at all? 

Mr. Rodgers. Let me clarify, sir. Overall, I mentioned the sched- 
ule issue in November of that year. With that, we added resources. 
We added additional talent. Some of the people on this e-mail were 
added, such as Mr. Clifford and Mr. Ewing and Mr. Wilhelm. They 
were added to the team. My day to day interaction was with those 
gentlemen. 

So to clarify, after the November timeframe, I did not interface 
with Mr. DeKort on a day to day basis. 

Mr. Cummings. Did any of those gentlemen bring it to your at- 
tention, the memo? 

Mr. Rodgers. This memo? Not to my recollection, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. All right, I yield back. 
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Mr. Oberstar. What is emerging from the questioning and from 
the responses is that the fundamental issue we are concerned 
about, there is a structural failure in the way this program was 
carried. There is a structural failure in the Coast Guard self-certi- 
fying and allowing the contractor to self-certify, and there was not 
a third party oversight of this in an effective way. 

Ms. Lavan, you are Vice President of Ethics and Business Con- 
duct for Lockheed, correct? 

Ms. Lavan. That is correct. Actually, right now I am Vice Presi- 
dent of Internal Audits since February. 

Mr. Oberstar. But you were at the time. 

Ms. Lavan. For the past three and a half years since October of 
2003. 

Mr. Oberstar. When you got an ethics complaint, what was your 
procedure for dealing with it? 

Ms. Lavan. Well, just as a bit of background on Lockheed Martin 
and its ethics program, we have a very solid program that is com- 
prised of a number of components. One of the most important com- 
ponents is that we have ethics officers at each of our major loca- 
tions, for instance, here where Deepwater is located. And so, those 
ethics officers are tasked with taking in any kind of complaints 
that employees bring forward. 

So they are to conduct thorough and complete investigations of 
any complaints that are brought forward, and that is what Mr. 
DeKort brought forward in October of 2004 to the ethics office. 

Mr. Oberstar. He brought forth very technically complex com- 
plaints? 

Ms. Lavan. He did, yes, and the ethics officers that investigated 
it, both had engineering backgrounds. 

Mr. Oberstar. They had the technical expertise to evaluate the 
complaint from Mr. DeKort. Then in what way was it disposed of? 

Ms. Lavan. They conducted an investigation that took over two 
months. They looked at all his concerns, talked to people on the 
program and reviewed documents and determined that his con- 
cerns about an ethical issue were not substantiated and that they, 
we believed, they believed that the customer was well informed and 
involved in the decision-making process on the issues that were 
raised. 

I do want to mention that Mr. DeKort at that time had raised 
the radio issue. 

Mr. Oberstar. Yes. 

Ms. Lavan. It was not investigated because, as Mr. DeKort him- 
self mentioned to the Committee, it was replaced under warranty 
by Lockheed Martin. So those radios were never put on the boat. 

Mr. Oberstar. Do you have a document of exoneration, of self- 
exoneration of Lockheed? 

You said the issue was resolved, and it was determined that 
there was not an ethical issue here. Was that in writing? 

Ms. Lavan. The issue about the radio? 

Mr. Oberstar. No. The other, the previous question. 

Ms. Lavan. We keep a record of our ethics investigations. That 
is not something we typically share with the complainants. It is in- 
ternal to Lockheed Martin. 
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Mr. Oberstar. Mr. DeKort said that you told him that the offi- 
cial response to the allegations, that his allegations were baseless 
and had no merit. Is that how the ethics issue was resolved? 

Ms. Lavan. Actually, there were three separate ethics investiga- 
tions. As Mr. DeKort continued to be unsatisfied with the results 
of the investigations, they went to increasingly different levels. 

The next level involved what we call our business area where we 
put together a team of experts that had technical background, pro- 
curement background as well as programmatic background, and 
they again looked at the original investigation. They talked to peo- 
ple on the program, looked at documents, talked to Mr. DeKort and 
found that his concerns were unsubstantiated because they were 
being worked with the customer through the customer system. 

Mr. Oberstar. Did you dismiss the DeKort complaint, ethics 
complaint, on grounds of ethics or on substance of the work to be 
accomplished? 

Ms. Lavan. But we never dismissed his complaint. We took his 
complaint very seriously and invested. 

Mr. Oberstar. You said it was disposed of. 

Ms. Lavan. Internally, we talked. We would go back to Mr. 
DeKort. 

Mr. Oberstar. You found it not substantiated. 

Ms. Lavan. Exactly, yes. 

Mr. Oberstar. So I call that a dismissal. 

That is a very important element in this whole inquiry. When 
you said that you hold these matters internally, could the Com- 
mittee receive a copy of your internal documents for our review if 
you wish in a confidential manner? 

Ms. Lavan. Yes, the ethics investigation certainly. You would be 
entitled. You could receive a copy of that. 

Mr. Oberstar. We would like to have that. 

Ms. Lavan. They are actually, they are fairly substantial docu- 
ments. 

Mr. Oberstar. It is a very substantial issue, and I think it goes 
to the core of our inquiry here. 

In the end, did your office at the time or did Lockheed conclude 
that the deficiencies existed as listed by DeKort but that Lockheed 
was not responsible for them because the Coast Guard took con- 
tractual delivery of the boats? 

Ms. Lavan. The way we looked at it, then there was a third in- 
vestigation which I spoke with Mr. DeKort myself and looked at 
the program myself, personally, and the way we looked at it from 
the issues that Mr. DeKort raised was that what was the customer 
informed, were they fully aware and were there decisions being 
made in terms of for the benefit of the customer and the program? 

We knew that at that point, that SPAWAR had approved the 
TEMPEST. It has passed the TEMPEST test. We also knew the on- 
going IPT was looking at the C4ISR specifications and that was to 
be resolved on a contractual basis. So we knew that there was on- 
going dialogue and debate between the customer and Lockheed 
Martin. 

Mr. Oberstar. In the end, Lockheed took the position that if the 
Coast Guard wanted the problems fixed, they would deal with it, 
extend the schedule and add the funds to do so. Is that correct? 
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Ms. Lavan. We viewed that there was an open and honest dia- 
logue between Lockheed Martin and the Coast Guard and that 
both Lockheed Martin and the Coast Guard through the IPT provi- 
sions of the contract would reach a decision that was well informed 
on both sides. 

Mr. Oberstar. Mr. Chairman, I will withhold at this point. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Coble? 

Mr. Coble. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I was here earlier but I have missed a good portion of this panel. 
It appears what we have is a dependable, respected armed service 
in the U.S. Coast Guard and two highly regarded defense contrac- 
tors plagued by an expensive fiscal error. 

Dr. Mackay, let me ask you a question. In light of the Com- 
mandant’s proposal for a new direction for the Deepwater program 
and the problems that have been revealed today and in previous 
hearings, what suggestions would you have to improve the proto- 
cols and the procedures that govern acquisition, design, construc- 
tion, coordination, et cetera, for future projects? 

Mr. Mackay. Sir, I will limit my remarks to the Deepwater 
project. I think that the course of action that the Commandant has 
laid down is prudent and goes to a direct and active dealing with 
issues that have surfaced on this program. Industry, both Lockheed 
and Northrop Grumman, both myself, Mr. Anton, and well above 
us extending to our CEOs, have been in active consultation and 
discussion about the way forward on this program. 

The new acquisition plan that the Commandant has laid out, the 
features of it, some of the other things at a lower level, like the 
joint configuration control board, the incorporation of ABS, I think 
are an affirmative series of steps to meet the challenge and the 
issues that have been raised by this Committee and other bodies. 
We look forward to continuing to cooperate with the Coast Guard 
to effectuate those steps to improve this program and to continue 
to deliver the kind of performance that I alluded to in my opening 
statement. 

The fact that every Coast Guard Station now has new HH-65 
Charlie helicopters, that all of their medium and high endurance 
cutters in the Coast Guard have been touched by not one but two 
rounds of upgrades, the fact that though we have spent a lot of the 
program time upgrading legacy cutters, in this year of 2007 we now 
turn to deliver all new systems — the HC-144, and eventually the 
national security cutter, and redeliver the C130Js to the Coast 
Guard, which will be their longest range and most capable mari- 
time patrol aircraft. 

There is a lot that can be gained as this program goes forward. 
I think the Commandant has laid out a prudent and well-consid- 
ered way to get there. 

Mr. LoBiondo. Thank you, sir. Let me ask you this. Doctor. 
What level of responsibility do the system integrator and the con- 
tractors have for the failure of the 110-foot conversion project? 

Mr. Mackay. Lockheed Martin is responsible for the C4ISR. I am 
not aware of a C4ISR issue that is directly connected to the issues 
that led to the lay-up of these cutters. 

Mr. LoBiondo. Anybody else want to weigh in on that? 
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Mr. Stanley, Mr. Sampson, the naval architect who was em- 
ployed by the Navy and the Coast Guard, appeared on the first 
panel. Did he ever contact you regarding this matter? 

Mr. Stanley. Not to my recollection, no, sir. 

Mr. LoBiondo. Do you know whether he contacted anyone in 
your company? 

Mr. Stanley. It could have happened. But not to my knowledge. 

Mr. LoBiondo. All right. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield 
back. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Taylor. 

Mr. Taylor. First of all, I want to thank all of you gentlemen 
and ladies for staying around till 8:20 tonight. I am going to go 
back to my question to the last panel. Well over $50 million was 
spent, eight working Coast Guard cutters are now rendered use- 
less, and everybody says it was not me. Now if I were running a 
large supply boat company and had tasked a company to design a 
change to those vessels to make them longer, and had hired a com- 
pany to implement that, and then I found out in a subsequent 
Coast Guard inspection that those vessels are now rendered use- 
less, I would do one of several things. I would sue the company 
that designed it, I would sue the company that built it, and I would 
tell all the authorities involved that my company is not going to do 
another dime’s worth of business with any of you until someone ac- 
cepts responsibility. 

The reason I say that is that I am fortunate enough to serve, as 
is Mr. Cummings, not only on this Committee but also on the 
Armed Services Committee. There is a heck of a lot of similarities 
between this vessel and the LCS; both very similar thin hulled ves- 
sels designed to operate in very tough conditions. The Navy is 
counting on the LCS program to ride to the rescue as far as getting 
the numbers of the fleet back up. We are having substantial prob- 
lems with the LCS program dollar-wise. Some very serious mis- 
takes I think were made in the construction of it, not addressing 
problems as they arose but continuing to build the vessel so that 
when it came time to fix those things it cost a heck of a lot more 
than it should have. 

So again, using that analogy, I do think this Congress has some 
very substantial leverage when it comes to someone stepping for- 
ward. It is really easy in my capacity to say we are not going to 
build any LCSs. If the folks who made the screw-ups here are 
being counted on to do great work there, and no one is going to 
admit a mistake, I have got to believe they are going to make the 
same mistakes on the next one. So at what point does one of you 
step forward and say we made a horrible mistake. We are not 
going to bill our Nation $50 million-plus for the mistakes we made 
and we are going to accept responsibility for ruining eight ships 
that still had a good ten to fifteen years of life left in them. 

That really is an option that is available to me. I cannot guar- 
antee that the other members of my Subcommittee or the other 
members of my Committee will go along with it. But at this point, 
I am dead serious when I make that statement. I cannot look 
700,000 Mississippians in the eye and say you all have treated us 
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fairly, and I sure as heck cannot look 300 million Americans in the 
eye and say that you all have treated our Nation fairly. 

I will open that up to the panel, because, apparently, all of the 
decisionmakers are represented right there. I think the stakes are 
pretty high, folks. I am giving you an opportunity to tell me what 
went wrong and who is going to accept responsibility. Because we 
do know that there are eight ruined ships that the Coast Guard is 
not even trying to fix at this point. They are either going to scrap 
them or sink them and hope that it is swept under the rug. It is 
now swept under the rug. It is a ve^ real problem and it is a prob- 
lem that could very well occur again in the LCS. I cannot in good 
faith let that happen. 

Mr. Mackay. Mr. Taylor, I will tell you that I have met with, and 
Lockheed Martin has put forward to the Coast Guard for the 
C4ISR 

Mr. Taylor. Let us talk about the hull, sir. Because the reason 
that the ships are being retired is not because the radios were not 
waterproof, which strikes me as really dumb, or that we had 
vulnerabilities on the communications, particularly if you are a Co- 
lombian drug lord and want to know whether or not the Coast 
Guard is going to be in a certain place, and there are countries 
around the world that might be cooperating with them, so I can see 
that one, too. But the reason the ships are being retired is because 
of hull failure. No one has stepped forward to say we screwed up — 
the builder says he did not do it, the designer says he did not do 
it. I can tell you one thing, apparently the two welders I hired in 
Bay St. Louis with a sketch that I did on the back of an envelope, 
we built a boat that still works. All these experts apparently could 
not do what those couple of guys in Bay St. Louis did for me. 

Mr. Mackay. Mr. Taylor, I cannot address the hull aspects. Lock- 
heed Martin was not under contract for that. But I will tell you 
that we have approached the 

Mr. Taylor. I think, as a point of clarification, I think Lockheed 
Martin was the lead contractor on that. 

Mr. Mackay. No, sir. No, sir. 

Mr. Taylor. You were not involved in any way in the stretching 
of that vessel? 

Mr. Mackay. No, sir, not with respect to the hull, the hull ma- 
chinery and the electricity. No, sir. That was a 

Mr. Taylor. You were not involved in the design? 

Mr. Mackay. No, sir. 

Mr. Taylor. You did not hire someone to do the design work? 
You did not pay the folks who did do the work? 

Mr. Mackay. No, sir. As a point of clarification, sir, and then I 
will turn it over to my partners to comment. In ICGS, Lockheed 
Martin is responsible for C4ISR. With respect to shipbuilding, that 
is the responsibility of Northrop Grumman and its partners, one of 
which is represented here in Halter Bollinger. What I wanted to 
tell you is, in respect to C4ISR, we have discussed with the Coast 
Guard Lockheed Martin proposals for the reuse of the 123 C4ISR 
data, equipment on the 123s, and the Coast Guard has considered 
that and they will dispose of that as they deem fit. We were not 
contractually responsible or otherwise participated in the design or 
fabrication of the hull. That was a responsibility under the joint 
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venture of Northrop Grumman Ship Systems and their partners on 
that side. 

Mr. Taylor. Mr. Anton? 

Mr. Anton. The Coast Guard yesterday made the announcement 
that they were going to lay up the 110 to 123 converted vessels. 
In that announcement, the Commandant indicated that there were 
multiple pieces of analysis that have been done and that the root 
cause cannot be determined based on that analysis. Now, we are 
not privileged to that analysis, but we have requested a copy of it. 

We need to determine the cause of the failure, sir. When we de- 
termine the cause of the failure, we will determine accountability. 
And when we determine accountability, we will know who needs to 
stand up. 

Mr. Taylor. How long does that take? What was it, two years 
ago, right around the time of the hurricanes? Now I realize some 
of us were busy with other things. But to the best of my under- 
standing, the problems on Matagorda were better than two years 
ago. 

Mr. Anton. The first problem on Matagorda did occur two years 
ago. We immediately dispatched a team, both the Coast Guard, in- 
dustry, Bollinger, Northrop Grumman, Bollinger, and the Coast 
Guard dispatched a team to the Matagorda to survey that ship and 
to find out what had happened and why the ship had buckled. In 
that survey, we found an unwelded stringer right in the area where 
the buckling occurred. When we went back and reviewed the anal- 
ysis, we felt like the stringer had caused the problem. At that 
point, Bollinger welded the stringer, under no cost, and we thought 
we had the problem solved. 

For the record, I will have to tell you for the record the string 
of events, but I cannot tell you when the next failure occurred, but 
I can tell you all eight boats were already in conversion. When the 
next failure occurred, I believe four or five of the boats had been 
delivered. 

So, it does take a long time. A lot of people have looked at it. 
Just today, testimony from Scott Sampson indicates that the 1997 
ABS rules were flawed. It takes time. We were not aware of that 
comment until today. 

With respect to the design, and with respect to the fabrication of 
the extension, and the vessel, I will have to let Mr. Stanley com- 
ment on that. 

Mr. Taylor. For the record, because I think I have heard other- 
wise and so I would like a clarification from you gentlemen under 
oath, for the record, was anyone from Bollinger Shipbuilding ever 
invited to look at the vessels after the problem occurred to see if 
they could identify what they thought was causing the problem? 

Mr. Anton. I will let Mr. Stanley answer that. 

Mr. Oberstar. Will the gentleman yield? The gentleman is right 
on with the line of questioning. In fact, I was going to pursue it 
at a later point. But at this stage, Bollinger also did the Navy’s ex- 
tension of the 170 to 179 foot and you had no failures there. 

Mr. Stanley. That is correct. 

Mr. Oberstar. From what I understand, the work proceeded by 
strengthening the hull. And you advised the Coast Guard that they 
needed to do the same because they were doing a much greater 
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percentage extension of hull than the Navy was doing and they did 
not take your counsel. I want you to add that on in your response 
to the question that the gentleman from Mississippi raised. 

Mr. Stanley. I will he glad to answer all the questions. If we 
could, Congressman Taylor, there are several periods of damage to 
the Matagorda and you have got to decipher and discuss for clarity 
where Bollinger was involved and where it was not. I would like 
to offer if I could, and I think it might he helpful, if we would 
spend a couple of seconds and go hack over the history of the 
Matagorda and then 

Mr. Taylor. Okay. Can we go hack to my direct question first, 
and then I certainly want to give you an opportunity to say what 
you want to say. 

Mr. Stanley. All right. 

Mr. Taylor. I thought I heard representatives from Bollinger 
Shipyard say that they had never been invited to inspect the failed 
vessels so that they could give their opinion of what went wrong. 

Mr. Stanley. That is correct. You heard that in your office and 
I was there the day it was said. 

Mr. Taylor. That seems to he a little different from what the 
gentleman from Northrop just said. 

Mr. Stanley. No, it is not. 

Mr. Taylor. So, again, I am giving everyone an opportunity to 
clarify that. 

Mr. Stanley. That is what I was trying to do. I need to spend 
just a moment with you. After the Matagorda came out of comple- 
tion at Bollinger’s of the work that was contracted under Deep- 
water, Matagorda went into what they call a PDMA, it went into 
a maintenance period. So there was work done on the ship that 
was separate and apart from the Deepwater scope of work. Before 
it went into its PDMA, it went through an operational test evalua- 
tion period to see if it effectively would perform to the specifica- 
tions of the contract for the conversion. It went into the PDMA. 
Then after the PDMA, it went to Key West, and then following its 
arrival at Key West it left Key West fleeing one of the storms that 
year enroute to Miami. This is the September timeframe of 2004. 
In fact, several of the boats, all of the boats in Key West left for 
Miami fleeing that same storm that year. 

The first damage on Matagorda, the buckling damage happened 
at that time. That was reported to Bollinger. The ship was brought 
back to Bollinger, to Lockport, Louisiana, and repaired by 
Bollinger, with a joint discussion with the Coast Guard of what had 
happened, what has caused the failure, and what should be done 
to correct it. Northrop Grumman was in that discussion, ICGS was 
in that discussion, all the Coast Guard collectively was in that dis- 
cussion. We recognized that in the early calculations of the llO’s 
conversion that some mistakes were made in those calculations, we 
all identified those mistakes, and for the mistakes that Bollinger 
made, Bollinger certainly stepped up to the table and said that was 
a mistake and this is the correct number and this is what should 
be done with this number. 

Then what happened was that ship sailed. It had other damage 
and it had other decisions made to correct that damage. Believe it 
or not, I did not know until January, in some of the Coast Guard’s 
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testimony, of some of the repairs that were done to the Matagorda 
after it left us. 

So it is very difficult for us as a shipyard. You personally have 
known our owners many years. We are very proud of our work and 
very proud of what we have done with the Coast Guard. We built 
all the hourglass, we built all the CPBs. Our employees have mar- 
ried Coast Guard people, our employees have son and daughters 
that serve in the Coast Guard. We take this very seriously. We are 
at a loss as to what happened. And although we respect the Com- 
mandant’s decision, we do not believe that this question should re- 
main unanswered. There is an answer. You are absolutely correct. 

The Commandant, and I cannot speak for him, but I think his 
decision was that in the best interest, considering everything, it is 
better to decommission those ships and move forward. I think that 
is what he is thinking, but I certainly cannot speak for him. But 
if you want an answer, there is an answer. And there has been, as 
Mr. Anton said, many independent studies done that neither 
Bollinger nor Northrop has seen. I think we could be very helpful 
in resolving the situation. But that information needs to be shared. 

Mr. Taylor. Well, I appreciate the gentleman’s answer. I stick 
by what I am saying. If all the parties involved are also involved 
in the LCS and none of the parties involved are going to step for- 
ward and say that is the problem, this is who ought to pay, then 
I do not see why our Nation ought to be doing business with you 
for the LCS. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time. 

Mr. Oberstar. Mr. Chairman, I would like to follow up on Mr. 
Taylor’s. Mr. Stanley has said some extremely important here. We 
had a loss as to what happened. There should be an answer. And 
is the answer that Bollinger built both the 170 and the 179, and 
the 110 and the 123. The 179 did not crack because the hull and 
the hull girders were strengthened. The Navy specified that 
strengthening and the Coast Guard did not. 

Mr. Stanley. That is not quite correct, Mr. Chairman. If I could, 
let me separate two issues for you. 

Mr. Oberstar. All right. 

Mr. Stanley. The patrol coastals, the PCs for the Navy were 
strengthened very early after their delivery into service, long before 
the extensions were added to them and for a much different reason. 
The patrol coastals, like the Island Class and like the specifications 
for the 123, and like most operating equipment in the marine and 
in the air environment, they have operational restrictions. In the 
case of the PC, the PC was actually designed and specified to work 
in the Latorials, but it found itself making many transits on open 
ocean. 

And as it made transits in normal Navy operations, it made 
those with large ship convoys at convoy speeds. Sometimes the 
speed of the convoy and the size of the ship would get into weather 
that would not affect big ships but it really affected small ones, like 
the PC. And we had cracking on the PC because the PC was oper- 
ating outside of its planned and designed environmental envelop. 
We strengthened the PCs which allowed them to then transit with 
the big ships in heavy seas at transit speeds. 



82 


Much later on some of the PCs, not all, but some of the PCs re- 
ceived stern extensions for a very similar reason that we extended 
the 110s to all out for the boarding of a small rigid hull inflatable, 
for the safe boarding and exit of a rigid hull inflatable. But the two 
are not necessarily connected together. I think that is very impor- 
tant. It is true that the hulls of the PCs were strengthened. In the 
case of the 110, this calculation 

Mr. Oberstar. But did the Navy specify hull strengthening for 
the extension of the 170 to 179? Did they not give a specific 

Mr. Stanley. No. No. Because the hulls had already 

Mr. Oberstar. That is what the Navy told us. 

Mr. Stanley. Well, no. I do not think there is a 

Mr. Oberstar. The Carderock division, the David Taylor Model 
Basin specialist told us that, and you are saying they did not? 

Mr. Stanley. I think it is a matter of timing. The Navy and 
Bollinger strengthened the hulls on the PCs, all of the PCs, long 
before, long before, several years before the stern extensions were 
added. So to say that the Navy instructed Bollinger to increase the 
strength of the hull because they wanted to add stern is incorrect. 
The hull had already been changed for another reason and its 
strength increased for another reason. 

Mr. Oberstar. All right. We will desist there because there are 
other members who have questions and we need to go on, in all 
fairness. Thank you, Mr. Gilchrest, for forebearing here. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Gilchrest. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I guess I would like 
to stick with the hull design here for a little while. Mr. Anton, you 
are executive vice president of Northrop Grumman; is that correct? 

Mr. Anton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. And so you, working with the ICGS, got the con- 
tract to work on the hulls on these 110s; is that correct? 

Mr. Anton. ICGS is the prime contractor. When the contract 
comes into ICGS, the HM&E portion of the work is given to the 
Northrop Grumman partner of the joint venture. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So Northrop Grumman has this contract and you 
subcontract to Mr. Stanley, with Bollinger? 

Mr. Anton. We did. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So when Bollinger Shipyard was done with each 
of these boats at various times, what was your responsibility before 
the boat was put into service after Bollinger Shipyard finished the 
boats? 

Mr. Anton. Could you ask that again? 

Mr. Gilchrest. Northrop Grumman is the contractor to extend 
the hull or make the 110 into the 123. So you subcontract to 
Bollinger Shipyard to do the work. 

Mr. Anton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Once Bollinger Shipyard is done, what is your 
responsibility to ensure that the work was done appropriately? 

Mr. Anton. During the production effort at Bollinger, we had a 
QA plan and a quality assurance team and we worked side-by-side 
with the program office from the Coast Guard reviewing the work 
that Bollinger was accomplishing. In addition to that, the Coast 
Guard again formed an in-serve team, and in service inspection 



83 


team which actually took the ship out on trials and then made a 
recommendation as to whether to accept the ship or not. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Apparently you and the Coast Guard accepted 
each of these ships at various times. 

Mr. Anton. Bollinger certified to Northrop Grumman that the 
work was in accordance with the specs. In the case of the hull ex- 
tension, ABS monitored the structural part of the conversion proc- 
ess and they also signed a certification that the work was done in 
accordance with the design and we accepted that certification based 
on our on site QA team, and we certified that, yes. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So as a result of that, looking in hindsight at 
each of these eight ships going into service, the Matagorda 7 Feb- 
ruary 2005 went into service and the hull problem was identified 
10 September 2004. That is what I have here. Rather than go 
through all the dates, in hindsight, was there a design flaw in this 
extension, or was there less than top grade material used? Mr. 
Stanley and Mr. Anton, what was the problem with the breach of 
the hull? 

Mr. Anton. I am going to tell you we have to determine the root 
of the cause for the failure then we will understand and we will 
be able to answer that question. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Are each of the eight ships different in their fail- 
ure? 

Mr. Anton. Yes. Each ship, in fact, fails in a different area. The 
modeling that has been done to date, to my knowledge, I know the 
modeling that we have done, but the modeling I believe that the 
Coast Guard has done as well has not been able to predict the oc- 
currence of these failures on each vessel. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Has there ever been a 110 extended to a 123 
that passed? 

Mr. Stanley. No, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Gilchrest. This is the first time. 

Mr. Stanley. Yes. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Did you, Mr. Anton or Mr. Stanley, who con- 
ducted the technical review of the design prior to the beginning of 
construction? 

Mr. Stanley. We initiated the design which Northrop reviewed 
as well as the Coast Guard reviewed in the design process. Before 
we took the design to construction or to conversion, that design was 
generated and vetted many different times. 

Mr. Gilchrest. How was the design vetted? Was it vetted with 
third parties, other engineers, other boatyards, other shipbuilders? 

Mr. Stanley. No. It was vetted inside of the Deepwater or the 
ICGS structure. Parts of that design, the stern extension, the su- 
perstructure, was vetted to ABS outside to review that design. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Now the hull failures went from 10 September 
2004 to 24 March 2006. Can you tell us about once you had a fail- 
ure in 2004, was there any sense or anticipation that you were 
going to have another failure in another boat? Was the design 
changed in future boats? 

Mr. Stanley. As I outlined for Congressman Taylor, we were in- 
volved in the initial failure of the Matagorda. 

Mr. Gilchrest. You say you were not involved? 
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Mr. Stanley. No, I said we were involved. The boat was brought 
back to Louisiana, calculations reviewed with the Coast Guard, and 
hull strengthening on the Matagorda and all the boats that fol- 
lowed her was applied. Failures that happened after that point, 
and studies that happened after that point, and events that hap- 
pened after that point, we do not have any knowledge of That has 
not been shared with us. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So you were the contractor that worked on the 
hulls of all these eight boats? 

Mr. Stanley. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. But you are not familiar with the problem of the 
breaches in the hull other than the Matagorda? 

Mr. Stanley. That is pretty much correct. Let me say, we are 
not the only contractor that worked on the breaches in the hull. As 
I reported, the ships left us, they went into an availability, and 
then at some point in time those ships also received modifications 
to their hull structure that 

Mr. Gilchrest. Where did they receive modifications? From dif- 
ferent shipyards 

Mr. Stanley. From different shipyards, in Savannah and Ala- 
bama. 

Mr. Gilchrest. But regardless of the modifications, every one of 
them that had this extension failed. 

Mr. Stanley. I am not sure of that. We do not have those 
records of how many boats failed. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. All eight failed. According to what I saw. All 
eight of them failed. 

Mr. Kagan, you can go ahead. 

Mr. Kagan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I recognize the hour is 
late and the interest is still quite high, at least for this new Rep- 
resentative. I have been here 100 days and change, so I am new 
to shipbuilding. I am a physician, a doctor. I design laboratory 
tests. I have never designed a boat. I want to thank you all for 
being here and giving your best opinion. But I am still trying to 
sort out in my mind about the these ships that have a hull that 
does not work. It is obvious to me that the desi^ was less than 
perfect, and that no matter who touched and tried to repair the 
ship after this design was put into place, they were unable to keep 
it together. So I am trying to decide where the buck stops. Earlier 
when you were testifying about the electrical wire and how well or 
unwell it is wrapped for security purposes, I got a little bit dizzy 
and confused trying to decide who is in charge. So with regard to 
who is in charge, where does the buck stop with regard to the hull 
design? Would that be Northrop? Would that be Bollinger? And just 
to make it easy for me, I built this for you. I will hand it to you 
and you can pass it around, but when it stops that is the person 
I want to talk to. The buck stops here. Who is going to take it? 

Mr. Anton. Bollinger did the design work for the 110 123 exten- 
sion. And so I think it is appropriate that Mr. Stanley answer your 
question. 

Mr. Kagan. So, Mr. Stanley? 

Mr. Stanley. I would be glad for the buck to stop here. 

Mr. Kagan. Very good. 
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Mr. Stanley. I can only supply the information that we have, 
and I can only tell you the reason that I am here today, and one 
of our basic corporate tenets in our company is to not shy away 
from good times or bad times, I cannot answer your question where 
the buck stops yet. I really cannot. I can tell you that we did the 
design. 

Mr. Kagan. All right. So the answer is, yes, you did do the de- 
sign for the hull? 

Mr. Stanley. We did the design. 

Mr. Kagan. And if that design has been proven to be inadequate 
for the task at hand, would you agree with me that your company 
then would be responsible for the failures that follow? 

Mr. Stanley. That could be possible. 

Mr. Kagan. And so if I represent the people in northeast Wis- 
consin and we got something designed, the designed failed, would 
it be too much to ask for our money back? 

Mr. Stanley. You certainly could do that. 

Mr. Kagan. If you did accept damages and we did get all of our 
money back including loss of use for these eight ships in their fu- 
ture years, would that permanently damage your company? Would 
that put you out of business? 

Mr. Stanley. There is a question before that. There are very 
clear ways contractually in Deepwater as well as naval ship- 
building that Mr. Taylor refers to, to determine where the buck 
stops. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Stanley, we cannot hear you. This testimony 
is, I really want to hear this. 

Mr. Stanley. There are very clear ways and established ways to 
settle where the buck stops. There are contractual obligations that 
are placed on the contractors, there are obligations the Government 
undertakes in its side of the contract, and in the case of the 110 
and in the case of any dispute where the contractors and the Gov- 
ernment have a problem, there are very clear ways forward. We en- 
courage ways at Bollinger to be pursued. And I hope that answers 
your question. 

Mr. Kagan. It does in part, and it leads to some other queries. 
When you do design a piece of work to extend a ship off the rear 
end, I am sure you had other people take a look at your plans and 
your designs. Is that true? 

Mr. Stanley. Yes. And I cannot tell you how many. 

Mr. Kagan. But would that also mean that there might be other 
people besides your own company that should accept at least par- 
tial responsibility for this failure of design? 

Mr. Stanley. That is part of the process that is described that 
I tried to describe. 

Mr. Kagan. Are any of those companies represented here this 
evening? 

Mr. Stanley. Well, the Coast Guard is here, Northrop Grumman 
is here. 

Mr. Kagan. So that is two other individuals. 

Mr. Stanley. And Bollinger is here. I do not know if there are 
ABS people here, I have not seen them. But certainly all three of 
those groups have a responsibility to share a part of the success or 
failure of a contract. 
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Mr. Kagan. Well, I want to applaud your honesty in accepting 
the buck stops here sign. I think it takes a great deal of courage 
to be here when things are bad. I know in the practice of medicine 
sometimes doctors will do everything right but things still do not 
work out; people still succumb even to an illness that is treated ap- 
propriately. I am a little saddened because no one has really gotten 
to the bottom line in figuring out why this unprecedented modifica- 
tion of a light weight, high speed craft has not been analyzed to 
the point where you could present the data here this evening to 
someone who really understands shipbuilding that could explain 
exactly where a single or multiple failures occurred in the design. 
But, obviously, this is a troubled project, and you would accept 
that. 

Mr. Stanley. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Kagan. I applaud you for accepting if not total at least par- 
tial responsibility. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. Mr. Stanley, I just heard 
what you said and let me make sure I am clear. Are you trying to 
tell us, because I just want to make sure I am clear on this because 
I want the record very, very, very clear because a lot is riding on 
what you just said, are you telling me that you believe that 
Bollinger is responsible for the hull problem? Is that what you are 
telling us? 

Mr. Stanley. No, not at all. 

Mr. Cummings. Then what are you saying? Because I want to 
make it clear. I want to make sure that whoever is responsible, 
going back to what Mr. Taylor was talking about, is held respon- 
sible because we are not going to be able to prevent these things 
from happening in the future if we do not get to the bottom line. 
And so, as I listen to your answers that you just gave, I am sitting 
here as a lawyer and I am saying if this were my case and I were 
representing Northrop Grumman, I would be saying hallelujah be- 
cause apparently somebody had taken responsibility. I am just ask- 
ing you to be clear. What are you saying? He has talked about the 
buck stopping, and when I hear the buck stopping and hear what 
you just said, it sounded like you were accepting liability here. 
Sworn testimony, I would think somebody would be able to take 
that into a court of law and do something with it. So, I am just 
curious. 

Mr. Stanley. I would like to be very clear with you. I thought 
I was very clear with the Congressman. I said there is a process 
in Federal contracting, a very clear one, that adjudicates disputes 
and the adjudication of the dispute places responsibility and ac- 
countability. In our interchange, the Congressman asked me how 
many people was here in that process that could have responsi- 
bility, and I said three. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. I got you. I just wanted to make that clear 
and I wanted to make sure that the people back at your company 
would not be mad at you when you got back. 

Ms. Lavan, let me go to something that you said that is troubling 
me. You said that the Coast Guard was kept informed when we 
were talking about Mr. DeKort’s complaints, and there is a letter 
sitting up there somewhere from Mr. DeKort where he made some 
complaints, would you pass that to her, Mr. Rodgers, you said that 
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the Coast Guard was kept informed of the various things that were 
happening with this contract. Is that correct? 

Ms. Lavan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Would they have been kept informed of the top- 
side issue? 

Ms. Lavan. You are referring, first of all, to the email, this is 
January 2004, before the ethics complaint came in, which was Oc- 
tober 2004. And in terms of the topside equipment where I was 
talking about the fiowdown of the specifications and where, as Dr. 
Mackay was talking about, where the sort should have been placed. 
Coast Guard was part of the IPT, which is the integrated product 
team, that was looking at that issue. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. So when DeKort raises topside, and that 
memo was January 2004; is that right? 

Ms. Lavan. That is right. 

Mr. Cummings. It was dated January 2004, the Matagorda is re- 
ceived and a DD-250 is dated around March 2004; is that right? 

Ms. Lavan. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. Now the Coast Guard becomes aware of non- 
compliance, according to the IG, and I notice everybody is very fa- 
miliar with the IG report, which I am very impressed with, thank 
you very much, July of 2005. Are you aware of that? 

Ms. Lavan. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. And August 29 of 2006, the Coast Guard gets a 
letter from the integrated team indicating that the topside equip- 
ment did not meet minimum standards. Are you familiar with 
that? 

Ms. Lavan. Not specifically, no. 

Mr. Cummings. Well they did. Are you familiar with that, Mr. 
Mackay? 

Ms. Lavan. I think we are talking about two different 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Help me. 

Ms. Lavan. One is the Tempest issue, the other is the topside 
equipment issue. The Tempest issue is the one that was approved 
by SPAWAR in March of 2004. Separate issues. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. So the Coast Guard was made aware of 
that; is that right? 

Ms. Lavan. The Coast Guard, as I understand it, was part of the 
testing. 

Mr. Cummings. Right. That clears that up. That is good. 

Ladies and gentlemen, any other questions? Well, we have heard 
a lot of testimony here today and, I will tell you, if I were a judge 
I would let a higher authority try to ferret all this out. I am being 
very frank with you. We have so many documents that, to be frank 
with you, show all kinds of inconsistencies. I am at a point right 
now where I have questions but I think it is better that I turn 
them over to somebody else, a higher authority, because this con- 
cerns me tremendously. Thank you very much. You are dismissed. 

Mr. Cummings. We will now call our third panel. Mr. Debu 
Ghosh, Mr. Joe Michel, Lieutenant Commander Jacoby, and Ms. 
Martindale. Please come forward. 

If you will please repeat after me, I swear to tell the truth and 
nothing but the truth, so help me God. 

[Witnesses answered in the affirmative.] 
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Mr. Cummings. Thank you. We will begin with Mr. Ghosh. 

TESTIMONY OF DEBU GHOSH, NAVAL ARCHITECT, BRANCH 
CHIEF, U.S. COAST GUARD BOAT ENGINEERING BRANCH; 
JOE MICHEL, ASSISTANT DEPUTY FOR SYSTEMS IMPLEMEN- 
TATION, U.S. COAST GUARD NATIONWIDE AUTOMATIC IDEN- 
TIFICATION SYSTEM PROJECT; LIEUTENANT COMMANDER 
CHAD JACOBY, PROGRAM MANAGER, SCALEABLE COM- 
POSITE VESSEL PROTOTYPE PROGRAM SCIENCE AND TECH- 
NOLOGY DIRECTORATE, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE- 
CURITY; AND CATHY MARTINDALE, CONTRACTING OFFICE 
CHIEF, COAST GUARD ENGINEERING AND LOGISTICS CEN- 
TER 

Mr. Ghosh. Good evening, Mr. Chairman and distinguished 
members of the Committee. It is a pleasure to appear before you 
today to discuss compliance with requirements of the Deepwater 
contract. I am Debu Ghosh, executive officer of the Coast Guard’s 
Asset Project Office Standard Boats. I am a naval architect with 
over 33 years of experience specializing in the design of high speed 
craft. I have been in the boat engineering branch of the United 
States Coast Guard for the last 23 years, serving as the branch 
chief for the last 15 years. Mr. Chairman, I would like you to in- 
clude my written statement in the record. 

I have a Bachelor’s degree in naval architecture from lAT, a 
MBA from Tulane University in New Orleans, and a Master of 
Science degree from ICAF. 

I have been involved with all recent patrol boat acquisition pro- 
grams in the Coast Guard including the 110 Island Class, 87-foot 
coastal patrol boat, the 123-foot conversion, and the fast response 
cutter. My branch’s participation in the Integrated Deepwater Sys- 
tems 123-foot patrol boat program began in the spring of 2002 fol- 
lowing the contract award to Integrated Coast Guard Systems. 
After identifying our initial concerns with possible longitudinal 
strength problems, I asked both Coast Guard and the Bollinger 
members of the technical management information team to award 
contracts to the Navy’s Combatant Craft. 

I also suggested that Bollinger consult Vosper Thornycraft, the 
original designer of the Island Class patrol boats. I was unable to 
get support for this because the Deepwater contact was a perform- 
ance based contract so the contractor was solely responsible for the 
success of the design. Nonetheless, I advised Bollinger to study this 
matter more carefully, due to the unusual nature of the length- 
ening a lightweight vessel by adding length aft instead of by add- 
ing length at midships, which is the normal process. 

After the cutter Matagorda failure, the section modulus calcula- 
tion of the midship section submitted by Bollinger was found to be 
in error and did not meet the ABS Guide for high-speed craft 1997. 
A detailed review of the longitudinal strength and buckling calcula- 
tions by ELC revealed that the primary stress of the deck and the 
side shell would exceed the critical buckling strength of the dam- 
aged panels. Subsequently, the Coast Guard accepted the ICGS 
proposed solution known as Modification One, comprising three 
straps welded on to each side. This raised the section modulus 
enough to meet ABS high-speed craft guide. This modification re- 



89 


duced the stress to an adequate level and also increased the allow- 
able buckling load on the critical plates. 

After the cutter buckling damage, I took over as the project engi- 
neer from Deepwater to find the root cause of the problems with 
the cutters when such problems continued. I awarded six different 
contracts to nationally and internationally known consultants to re- 
solve the problems. A variety of tests, analyses, and reviews were 
performed including independent third party verifications of the 
analyses. It is important to note that although this problem origi- 
nates in longitudinal bending and involves overall hull girder 
strength, the light structure required for high speed, small patrol 
boats results in various types of buckling failures, not merely 
cracking. These are much more complicated structural responses 
than those commonly seen in larger ships. 

I believe this shows that the Coast Guard has to have more di- 
rect responsibility for, and control of future acquisitions, and over- 
sight for vessel designs, as this Committee has advised and as the 
Commandant is now implementing. The Coast Guard has to rely 
more on the experience of existing proven vessels and experienced 
designers of these specialized high speed craft. This had been the 
practice that produced the successful 87-foot coastal patrol boat 
and the original 110-foot Island Class patrol boat, and this is the 
strategy that Coast Guard is now following for the replacement pa- 
trol boat, FRC-B. This also suggests that independent survey and 
design funding should be available to Coast Guard engineers as it 
was in the past so that the Coast Guard can investigate potential 
problems like this in a proactive fashion. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I will 
be happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. Mr. Michel. 

Mr. Michel. Good evening, Mr. Chairman and distinguished 
Committee members. It is a pleasure to appear before you today to 
testify on the Compliance with Requirements of the Deepwater con- 
tract. My name is Joe Michel. Currently I am an assistant deputy 
with the Nationwide Automatic Identification System project, the 
Coast Guard Office of Acquisition. Prior to that, I was engineering 
technical lead with the Ports and Waterways Safety System also 
with Coast Guard Acquisition. And from December 2001 to March 
of 2004, I was the Coast Guard’s lead C4ISR engineer on the 123- 
foot patrol boat integrated product team. 

I am pleased at the opportunity to appear before you and I will 
be happy to answer any questions that you have. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. Lieutenant Commander 
Jacoby. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Good evening, Mr. Chairman 
and distinguished members of the Committee. It is a pleasure to 
appear before you tonight to discuss the Compliance with Require- 
ments of the Deepwater contract. 

I am Lieutenant Commander Chad Jacoby. I served as the pro- 
gram manager for the 123-foot patrol boat conversion project from 
July 2004 to October 2006. As the 123 program manager, I man- 
aged the delivery task orders under the Deepwater contract that 
pertained to the production, delivery, and warranty support of the 
123-foot cutters. 
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During my time as program manager, I supervised the delivery 
of Coast Guard Cutter ATTU, Coast Guard Cutter NUNIVAK, 
Coast Guard Cutter VASHON, Coast Guard Cutter MONHEGAN, 
and Coast Guard Cutter MANITOU. I managed contracts with en- 
gineering firms to diagnose structural issues, I administered the 
one-year warranty period on all eight delivered 123s, and I man- 
aged the contract modifications to install structural upgrades on 
the cutters. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you tonight. I will 
be happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. Ms. Martindale. 

Ms. Martindale. Mr. Chairman, I have a brief oral statement. 
I request that my written statement be entered into the record. 

Good evening, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the 
Committee. It is a pleasure to appear before you today to discuss 
Compliance with Requirements of the Deepwater contract. I am 
Cathy Martindale. I am currently the chief of the contracting office 
for the Coast Guard’s Engineering and Logistics Center located in 
Baltimore, Maryland. I have been a contracting officer for the U.S. 
Coast Guard for 15 years. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in 
business administration from the University of Maryland. I also 
hold a Certificate in procurement and contract management from 
the University of Virginia, and a Defense Acquisition University 
level III certification. 

I was a contracting officer with Coast Guard Headquarters and 
assigned to the Deepwater program beginning January 2000 
through March 2006. While assigned to the Deepwater program, I 
served at various times as a contracting officer in both the surface 
and air domains at the systems integration program office located 
in Rosslyn, Virginia. I was one in a series of three contracting offi- 
cers responsible for administering the 110/123 conversion of the 
Matagorda. As a contracting officer I had responsibility for admin- 
istering, interpreting, and ensuring compliance with contract re- 
quirements. I worked daily with my contracting officer technical 
representative, the program office, and Integrated Coast Guard 
Systems. I attended design reviews, participated in integrated 
product team meetings, and accepted contract deliverables. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I will 
be happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. I want to thank all of you 
for being here. We really appreciate it. 

Mr. Michel, was anyone in the Coast Guard aware during the 
123 program of the internal disputes at Lockheed or of the actions 
of Michel DeKort to raise awareness of his concerns? Would those 
kinds of issues have been things that would have come to your at- 
tention? 

Mr. Michel. Not as such, sir. I was not aware until sometime 
later that Mr. DeKort had actually pursued alternative action up 
through his management team. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. DeKort indicates that he contacted the Coast 
Guard to raise his concerns with them. Do you know whether any 
action was taken? I take it that you found out later on that he had 
raised issues. Did you ever find out whether action had been taken 
in regard to the issues that he raised? 
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Mr. Michel. No, sir, I did not. He was extremely vocal during 
my tenure with the IPT. 

Mr. Cummings. And when you say he was extremely vocal, how 
did it come to your attention that he was extremely vocal? 

Mr. Michel. He made his concerns known inside and outside of 
Integrated Product Team meetings. 

Mr. Cummings. And so you did have knowledge of those con- 
cerns, did you not, based on what you just said? 

Mr. Michel. I did, sir, but I did not know that he had gone as 
far up his management chain. 

Mr. Cummings. When he was complaining, were you aware of 
specific complaints? 

Mr. Michel. I was, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And did you have an opinion back then when you 
were hearing them as to whether or not you considered them to be 
valid complaints and things that you all should be concerned 
about? 

Mr. Michel. Well, sir, he and I shared a lot of the same con- 
cerns. 

Mr. Cummings. Is that right? 

Mr. Michel. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Why not tell us about the concerns that you 
shared and why you had the concerns that you had. 

Mr. Michel. I think we have talked a lot about the Tempest con- 
cerns this evening. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes. 

Mr. Michel. A few things that he might have perhaps 

Mr. Cummings. Let me go back for one moment, because I want 
us to be clear. Mr. DeKort had his concerns, as I understand it, and 
you had concerns. Was this a thing where it just so happened that 
you sort of ended up with the same concerns, or were you all talk- 
ing and he say, you know what, I really do not like this Tempest 
situation, and you sort of joined in to that? Were these things that 
you could have observed sort of independently, is what I am ask- 
ing? 

Mr. Michel. Yes, sir, independently. Any two C4ISR systems en- 
gineers looking at the same problem would have come to the same 
sort of conclusions. 

Mr. Cummings. No doubt about it? 

Mr. Michel. Absolutely, sir. No doubt. 

Mr. Cummings. Tell me the concerns that you had that were 
common to his complaints, his concerns. 

Mr. Michel. Early on during the design reviews and during the 
review of various contract data exhibits, it was apparent that t^here 
either was not a clear understanding of Tempest requirements, for 
example, within the Lockheed design community, or they were not 
addressing them. So during design reviews. During review of con- 
tract documents, designs, and submission of comments via the IPT 
process these concerns were made known to Lockheed from the 
Coast Guard perspective. And I was not alone. There were many 
folks in the C4I community that were matrixed into the IPT that 
made these concerns known. So Lockheed went and did this study 
that was referred to earlier this evening, and they came to the 
same conclusion that yes, in fact. Tempest was a requirement proc- 
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essing classified information, we are going to have to adhere to 
Tempest if we are going to get this cutter certified and operate on 
classified networks. 

So, a round turn was taken on the design. Lockheed did try. 
They did try. The equipment racks were reconfigured, red and 
black equipment was separated, red and black cables were sepa- 
rated. I cannot say that there was any material solution pursued, 
that is, the equipment that they had procured, the cables that they 
had procured, that is what they were using. 

Mr. Cummings. So, in other words, he was saying, if I understood 
his testimony correctly, that he felt there should have been some 
other kind of cables. It seems like there has been a big deal made 
of the kind of cable that was used as opposed to the kind that he 
thought would be best for Tempest certification. Did you have that 
same concern? 

Mr. Michel. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. So what you are saying is that the same type of 
cabling, although there were the complaints, Lockheed Martin’s re- 
action to that was to keep the same type of cabling but to just kind 
of reconfigure it. Is that a fair statement of what you just said? 

Mr. Michel. Yes, sir. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. Did you ever make any complaints? 

Mr. Michel. I did, sir. During the design reviews and during the 
review of the designs themselves, I made numerous comments and 
raised my concerns. Some of the problems, and I think we have 
talked about the structure of the Deepwater contract at length this 
evening, I was trying to work within the structure of the contract. 

Mr. Cummings. Speaking of working within the structure of the 
contract, did you take your concerns to the higher ups in the Coast 
Guard? 

Mr. Michel. I elevated those concerns as high as I could within 
the program. 

Mr. Cummings. And how high is that? 

Mr. Michel. To the deputy at the Systems Engineering and Inte- 
gration Team. 

Mr. Cummings. And who would that have been? 

Mr. Michel. Mr. Giddons was at the time. 

Mr. Cummings. And what reaction did you get when you took 
those to his attention? 

Mr. Michel. He was extremely concerned and he wanted the 
issues to be resolved. 

Mr. Cummings. And do you know why they were not resolved? 

Mr. Michel. Well, regrettably, I had mentioned that in March 
2004 my time with the Deepwater program came to an end. There 
were many issues that were unresolved, they were contractually 
identified on the DD-250, which was also referred to earlier this 
evening, that were, quite frankly, still up in the air. 

Mr. Cummings. Why were you so concerned about the Tempest 
issue? 

Mr. Michel. For some of the same reasons that the first panel 
indicated, sir — compromise of classified information. 

Mr. Cummings. When did you leave? 

Mr. Michel. About three weeks after Matagorda was delivered. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. I will come back to you. 
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Ms. Martindale, you were the contracting officer for Deepwater? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, I was the contracting officer administering 
the 110/123 delivery task order for the Matagorda. 

Mr. Cummings. And does the contacting officer have the author- 
ity to decline to accept delivery of a ship or a boat? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And is that something that you have done in the 
past with regard to Deepwater? In other words, have you de- 
clined — 

Ms. Martindale. I have declined acceptance of a data 
deliverables, but not a ship, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. I see. Explain that. Explain what you just said. 
You declined a date but not a ship. 

Ms. Martindale. No. I am sorry, sir, a data deliverable. We had 
delivery requirements for data, design documents, and when they 
did not comply with contract requirements, we did not accept deliv- 
ery. We gave them our comments, asked that corrections be made, 
and then they were accepted once those corrections were made. 

Mr. Cummings. So, basically, you would get documents from the 
integrated team; is that right? 

Ms. Martindale. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. With regard to, let us say, for example, a ship, 
a vessel. 

Ms. Martindale. Yes. Technical specifications, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And then you would not necessarily see the ship 
itself You would actually base your judgement on documents that 
you received. Is that a fair representation? 

Ms. Martindale. No, sir. Prior to delivery of the ship, there is 
a series of data deliverables, technical specifications, design docu- 
ments. If they did not comply with the requirements of the con- 
tract, then I would reject those deliverables. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. Then how do you confirm the quality of 
the items for which you accept delivery? 

Ms. Martindale. I rely on the technical expertise of my con- 
tracting officer technical representative. 

Mr. Cummings. And so if a technical representative comes to you 
and says something is, for example, certified. Tempest certified, 
then you basically accept that. Is that correct? 

Ms. Martindale. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And the procedure, I take it, is that if they are 
incorrect, you would not necessarily know that. All you do is you 
get a document saying that it is fine or not fine. 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. I rely on their technical expertise. 

Mr. Cummings. Were you at all concerned about the condition in 
which the 123s were delivered? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. There were areas where it did not 
comply with the contract. As a contracting officer, it would be my 
preference not to take delivery of something not in full compliance. 
But we had discussions with regard to that on the COTR and my- 
self and the noncompliance issues were such that they could be re- 
solved after delivery. 

Mr. Cummings. In other words, let me make sure I get this right, 
you are saying that you would accept the delivery and you would 
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accept it but there were assurances made to you that things would 
be corrected later? 

Ms. Martindale. That is correct. 

Mr. Cummings. Was that standard procedure? 

Ms. Martindale. It is not unusual, sir. It is a common practice 
in contracting where you sign a DD-250 accepting delivery of a 
product or service and you may withhold some aspect of payment 
or identify noncompliance areas with the expectation that at some 
point in the future they will bring the product into conformance. k 

Mr. Cummings. Were all the major deficiencies noted in the DD- 
250 for the Matagorda and each subsequent ship? 

Ms. Martindale. I cannot speak to the subsequent ships, sir, but 
for the Matagorda, to my knowledge, all the nonconformances were 
identified in the DD-250, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Was the noncompliance of the topside equipment 
noted on the DD-250 with regard to the environmental standards? 

Ms. Martindale. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. It was not. And if it was not, why would that not 
have happened? In other words, if there was a problem with the 
topside equipment with regard to environmental standards and it 
had not been met, why would that not be noted on the DD-250? 

Ms. Martindale. If there was an area of noncompliance, it 
should have been noted, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And the IG said that it was an area of non- 
compliance. Are you aware of that? 

Ms. Martindale. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Does it concern you that we may have accepted 
a ship that did not have that notice on a DD-250? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. When, in fact, there was a problem. 

Ms. Martindale. Yes. That would be a concern, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Are there occasions when this has happened in 
the past where maybe something came in, you accept the compli- 
ance, DD-250 prepared, and then you later found out there was 
something that was not right? Has that happened? 

Ms. Martindale. I have not had any firsthand experience with 
that, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. I want to just make sure I am clear on 
this. With regard to the 123 program, I will call it the program, 
were there other things that concerned you overall? Was there any- 
thing unusual that concerned you? 

Ms. Martindale. It was a very large, complex program, sir. I 
was not only responsible for the 110/123 DTO administration, but 
I also had responsibility for administering the NSC, the SRP, and 
FRC. So I was spread very thin, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. You did all of that by yourself? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. I was the sole contracting officer re- 
sponsible for all of those delivery task orders. So that was certainly 
a concern. 

Mr. Cummings. Now with regard to change orders, how were 
they dealt with? 

Ms. Martindale. If the COTR identified an area of the contract 
requirements that they wanted to modify or add or subtract from. 
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I would request a proposal from the contractor and then we would 
receive that proposal, review it, negotiate and modify the contract. 

Mr. Cummings. Did that happen often with the 123 project? 

Ms. Martindale. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. You have been sitting here during all the earlier 
testimony, have you not? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And you heard that there were some concerns 
with regard to wiring and whether one piece of wire/cable costs a 
little bit more than the other. Did those kinds of things ever come 
to your attention in any way? In other words, did the integrated 
team ever come back and say, look, we have got a problem here, 
we need to change the wiring? 

Ms. Martindale. On the 110/123 contract, that delivery task 
order? 

Mr. Cummings. Yes. 

Ms. Martindale. That was a firm fixed price, performance-based 
contract. So as far as the contractor and the type of cable that they 
would install, for them to correct that issue would not have neces- 
sitated a modification to the contract. They needed to do whatever 
was necessary to meet the standards that were incorporated into 
the contract. 

Mr. Cummings. Period? 

Ms. Martindale. Period. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me make sure I am clear on this. Even if it 
cost more, you are saying that if the specifications asked for a cer- 
tain thing, if they wanted to change, do something other than the 
specifications with regard to cabling 

Ms. Martindale. The specifications of the 110/123 contract did 
not specify a type of cable. It specified a standard. They may have 
had to decide what type of cable to use to comply with that stand- 
ard. If they chose the wrong cable and needed to use a different 
type of cable, a contract modification is not necessary to make that 
change. They just need to make whatever changes are necessary to 
comply with the standard that was incorporated into the contract. 

Mr. Cummings. But if their complaint was that it was going to 
cost more money 

Ms. Martindale. That is the firm fixed price risk nature of per- 
formance of that type of contract. 

Mr. Cummings. So it would fall on the contractor? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. So you might not ever even know about that. Is 
that what you are saying? 

Ms. Martindale. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me just ask you a final question. The De- 
fense Acquisitions University, are you familiar with them? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Its report on Deepwater indicates that the con- 
tractors and the Coast Guard were both incentivized to underesti- 
mate the cost of the new systems and their technical support 
needs. Do you think that was the case? 

Ms. Martindale. No more than any other contractor is 
incentivized to do that to capture a contract in their bidding proc- 
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ess. They may have underestimated things in an attempt to come 
in with the lowest possible bid to capture the contract. 

Mr. Cummings. That is not unusual? 

Ms. Martindale. No. And we did do cost realism analysis when 
we evaluated the initial proposals at the award of the Deepwater 
contract to try to ferret out those types of concerns. 

Mr. Cummings. And did the integrated team ever develop cost 
estimates that it knew were low-ball? 

Ms. Martindale. Not that I am aware of 

Mr. Cummings. Basically, what you are saying to me is that folks 
can come in with a low bid to get the contract, get the contract, 
and then when they get it come back for change orders and things 
of that nature, and that is not unusual? Yes or no? 

Ms. Martindale. I do not know that I can say unusual or not. 

Mr. Cummings. But you have seen it? You believe that you have 
seen that happen? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. You cannot say for sure, but based upon your 
judgement you believe that has happened? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. And I am not trying to put words in your 
mouth. I am just asking a question. 

Mr. LaTourette? 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Martindale, I 
want to pick up a little bit where the Chairman left off. I think I 
have in front of me the DD-250 for the delivery of the Matagorda. 
Just so I am clear, under the exceptions section, there is no ref- 
erence to the shielded braided cable. The requirement left on the 
Tempest system is that the Tempest and classified testing will 
occur after the delivery of the ship. 

Ms. Martindale. That is correct. 

Mr. LaTourette. Have you looked at the Inspector General’s re- 
port, the DHS Inspector General’s report? 

Ms. Martindale. No, I have not, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. The reason for that not being listed on here, 
on Page 5 of the Inspector General’s report it indicates that the 
contract required the use of only shielded, not braided, metallic 
shielded cable as recommended by the National Security Tele- 
communications. And so, because the contract did not make the re- 
quirement of braided, you would not list that as an exception, what 
was yet to occur as the Tempest testing. Is that correct? 

Ms. Martindale. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Mr. Michel, I do not know if you are the right 
one to ask this series of questions or not, but we have sort of been 
going round and round on this Tempest testing business. We had 
a witness on the first panel that said no way could this ever pass 
the Tempest testing. We have in the Inspector General’s report not 
a clear indication that it passed the Tempest testing, but the sen- 
tence is: “The Tempest testing conducted on the Matagorda and 
Padre between February 2004 and July 2006 indicated that the ca- 
bling installed...” so I guess this is the mylar aluminum cabling, 
“during the C4ISR upgrade was not a source of compromising of 
missions.” Are you familiar with that finding by the Inspector Gen- 
eral? 
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Mr. Michel. I am not, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And do you have any opinion on that in light 
of your observation that you shared the same concerns as one of 
our previous witnesses? 

Mr. Michel. I had examined the visual inspection report that 
was provided to the program by TISCOM and I was made aware 
of the instrumented Tempest survey results that had been per- 
formed by SPA WAR. In neither case at the initial survey was the 
vessel recommended for certification. Basically, it failed both tests. 
So what we did to simplify matters, on the DD-250 the items were 
rolled up into this one line item, this Tempest in classified testing, 
because it was simply impossible to do classified testing until we 
could get the vessel to pass Tempest; you just cannot do it. 

Mr. LaTourette. Let me ask you this. This observation by the 
IG that whatever testing was conducted indicated that there was 
not — the big issue in the first panel, if you were here, is that we 
had national security stuff floating all over the country and our en- 
emies could have the ability to listen in on these ships, compro- 
mising national security. Do you think this statement that the ca- 
bling installed, even though it is not the braided cable that every- 
body prefers, was not a source of compromising of missions is an 
accurate statement or not? 

Mr. Michel. It is possible, sir. I did not actually see the instru- 
mented Tempest results for that particular compartment? 

Mr. LaTourette. Who would have been in charge of that? 

Mr. Michel. That would have been Mr. Ron Porter at TISCOM. 
The report itself was classified. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay. Back to you, Ms. Martindale, for a 
minute. One of the exceptions listed, number seven, is low smoke 
cable, that we heard some things about. We have also heard from 
Lockheed Martin that I think at some point in time, I think after 
the delivery of the fourth ship, that a waiver was granted. Were 
you involved in that process? 

Ms. Martindale. No, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Who would have been involved in that process? 
Yes, Commander Jacoby, thank you. Could you sort of walk us 
through that process? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. In July of 2004, I re- 
ported on board. One of the issues that was pending, sir, was a re- 
quest for waiver from the contractor to the Coast Guard for around 
eighty cables that did not meet the low smoke requirement. I could 
see from the documentation that the IPT had worked this issue for 
close to a year. The number of low smoke cables in the waiver re- 
quest originally was very high. Through the IPT process the num- 
ber of cables on the waiver was reduced to eighty. I consulted with 
the IPT, got their input, I also called the C4ISR lead, Mr. Michel’s 
replacement, and got his input on recommendation on approval or 
disapproval of the waiver, I signed recommendation of the waiver, 
forwarded it to the contracting officer, and the contracting officer 
approved the waiver. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay. Again, there are a couple of storylines 
that can come out of this investigation and this hearing, and one, 
relative to the low smoke cable, is that because that requirement 
was waived that guardsmen are put at risk if there should be a fire 
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aboard that vessel. So I guess I appreciate your observations as to 
why you agreed to that waiver, if that were an accurate assess- 
ment. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. To be accurate, the re- 
quirement was not waived, the request for deviation was approved 
for specific cables and those specific cables, as was addressed be- 
fore, were either on the mast, which the rationale that was pro- 
vided from the IPT and from the C4 community was that a cable 
on the mast that produces smoke does not put anyone at risk. Also, 
some of the cables on the waiver request were, for example, phone 
cords or keyboard cords, not cables that were installed by Lockheed 
Martin but cables that came on equipment. The determination 
from the IPT and from the C4 community was that you would not 
want to cut the phone cords off the COTS equipment and have 
Lockheed try to put low smoke cables in their place, sir. Those 
were the rationales that I received before signing the waiver. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay. And were you involved at all in the 
Tempest cabling issue? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I was involved not with the ini- 
tial design, no, sir, but I did make the cutters available to the Tem- 
pest inspectors. And then also as the PM, when discrepancies were 
identified, I pursued either physical correction of those discrep- 
ancies by enforcing the requirements of the contract, or correcting 
the discrepancies to the satisfaction of Mr. Porter, the certifying 
authority at TISCOM, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay. And let us get to that. Again, when I 
was talking to Mr. Michel and when I was talking to the other wit- 
nesses, the allegation is that even though the contract was not vio- 
lated according to the IG’s finding, that the contractor had a choice, 
there is a preferred cable, the preferred cable was not used, and 
because the preferred cable was not used, we had a danger of na- 
tional security being compromised. What is your take on that? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. My take, sir, is I relied on the 
recommendations and counsel of the C4 experts in the Coast 
Guard, which, to my knowledge, are certified to certify Tempest re- 
quirements. Like I said, we made the ships available for the inspec- 
tions, we received the discrepancies from the inspections, we satis- 
fied those discrepancies to the satisfaction of the Tempest author- 
ity. 

Mr. LaTourette. This is kind of key to me because I think ev- 
erybody wants to be clear. When you say satisfied “to the satisfac- 
tion of the Tempest authority,” is there, when this thing passes, I 
know when it does not pass you get a report and say here are the 
problems, when it passes is there some kind of certificate that is 
issued? How do you know that it has passed? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. An Interim Authority to Oper- 
ate or an Authority to Operate is granted once Mr. Ron Porter is 
satisfied with the Tempest results. For some perspective from the 
program management standpoint, the time period between the in- 
spections and the final Authority to Operate or even the Interim 
Authority to Operate was a span of months, which was weekly 
meetings of the program office, the contractor, and Mr. Porter 
working off those discrepancies. So from a program management 
point of view, for one, it was very difficult to work through this 
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process and gain that ATL. And how we knew that we had done 
that was satisfied the requirements of Mr. Porter, the Coast 
Guard’s Tempest certifying authority, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Is it fair, because I do not operate in your 
world, but is it fair that when the ATO, the Authority to Operate 
was issued on these ships that the Tempest test had been com- 
pleted and the system was installed in a manner that was accept- 
able to the service? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And would acceptable to the service include a 
system that was leaking national security information out of its ca- 
bles? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I would have to assume that the 
Tempest certifying authority would not grant an ATO if that were 
the case, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And did you get ATOs on all eight ships? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay. I thank you. Nothing else, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Oberstar. 

Mr. Oberstar. Mr. Ghosh, you are internally and integrally in- 
volved with the design. So who was primarily responsible for the 
design for lengthening the hull 110 to 123 feet? 

Mr. Ghosh. In my opinion, sir, it is Bollinger and ICGS. 

Mr. Oberstar. It was 

Mr. Ghosh. ICGS as the 

Mr. Oberstar. ICGS. 

Mr. Ghosh. ICGS as the prime contractor and support contractor 
Bollinger. 

Mr. Oberstar. What was your role in all of this? You are a naval 
architect, are you not? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. Yes, sir, we got involved in the sense that 
in review of the design. But again, Bollinger calculations solved 
that the required strength exceeds the calculations, the 123 ex- 
ceeds the stand by 100 percent but also I was the first person to 
contact Carderock and VT and Bollinger to get these people on 
board. 

Mr. Oberstar. Now you had conversations with, as we under- 
stand it, Scott Sampson, a Navy employee at the Carderock facility, 
which I always called the David Taylor Model Basin. In September 
2002, Mr. Sampson warned the Coast Guard at that time of a like- 
ly design flaw. Did you get detailed information about that? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. Before even then, actually, the 179 problem, 
the cracks on the 179, I knew about that. And they are correct that 
the 179 was lengthened only five percent, but under 123 it was 12 
percent. But there is a distinction between the length. The 110-foot 
versus 175-foot, that length difference makes this problem dif- 
ferent. In our analysis, for the analysis in the future, what we 
found and we knew for a small boat the failure which the PC had 
is a yielding failure, meaning steel has yield strength of 40,000 
pounds per square inch. The failure on the 179 PC was cracking 
due to tensile strength exceeding that 40,000 pounds. But in our 
case, the 110, because of the short length, the failure is completely 
different. It is a buckling failure, which could be much lower. Like 
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in our Matagorda case, it was only 7,200 pounds per square inch. 
So the two failures are completely different and all the knowledge 
and ABS rules and DNV rules, everybody suggested that, like for 
example the DNV rules only apply to more than 150-foot length. 
The ABS rules, the 1997 rule which Mr. Scott Sampson mentioned, 
did not apply. In that rule it said that this buckling, and all this 
conversion needs to be done if it is more than 20 feet. Subse- 
quently, of course, ABS changed that rule in 2003 to 79 feet. 

Mr. Oberstar. ABS changed the rule? 

Mr. Ghosh. ABS changed the rule. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Now, did the Navy offer to provide design and en- 
gineering support for Bollinger, for Northrop Grumman, and for 
the Coast Guard? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. We understand that offer was declined. 

Mr. Ghosh. Because I couldn’t get the funding. I didn’t have any 
funding. 

Mr. Oberstar. The funding was how much? 

Mr. Ghosh. Forty two thousand dollars, as stated. 

Mr. Oberstar. Forty two thousand dollars, did you say? Total 
cost, we understand, was somewhere between $50,000 and $60,000. 
This is a $90 million project? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Commander Jacoby, could you not find that 
money? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Respectfully, sir, this was two 
years before I joined the program. I cannot really speak for wheth- 
er they could find the money or not, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. All right. The Navy offered, and it was not going 
to do this free, they were going to do it on a cost reimbursable 
basis, and the cost was in the range of $60,000 on a $90 million 
contract. I do not understand this. When did you, Mr. Ghosh, be- 
come aware of the deck cracking issue on the 123s? 

Mr. Ghosh. After September 2004 Matagorda. 

Mr. Oberstar. By a year later, at least six of the eight converted 
ships had developed severe cracking. Is that correct? 

Mr. Ghosh. It is not cracking, sir. There is cracking in the alu- 
minum deck, but the main problem has been the buckling on the 
side cells. The current problem is buckling of the bottom and mis- 
alignment of shafts, we cannot keep the shafts aligned. It is a 
much more complicated problem. 

Mr. Oberstar. You can have buckling without cracking? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. I understand. 

Mr. Ghosh. Because the stress level for the buckling is much, 
much lower. 

Mr. Oberstar. Did you think it was useful to have the Navy ad- 
vise the Coast Guard on this? 

Mr. Ghosh. Well, the current problem, the way we have ana- 
lyzed it — yes, of course, it would have been good. But the solution 
they would have presented at the time, like we have already done 
in our Mod 1, Mod 2 structures, we have increased the section 
modulus as well as the buckling, in case the buckling, and still 
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there are problems. So it is a much more complicated problem than 
Navy size to think. 

Mr. Oberstar. You said something very interesting earlier in 
your statement. You are comparing strength of steel. I know a good 
deal about steel. My district is very much involved in it and I have 
spent a great deal of time on the steel industry. You talked about 
14,000 pound strength per square inch? 

Mr. Ghosh. Forty, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Pardon me? 

Mr. Ghosh. Forty thousand, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Forty thousand? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. I misunderstood. 

Mr. Ghosh. It is a high strength steel. 

Mr. Oberstar. Very high strength. Yes. And was it 7,200 pounds 
per square inch 

Mr. Ghosh. For the buckling failure, sir, yes. 

Mr. Oberstar. So what was the specification for strengthening 
of the hull, if any, on the 123? 

Mr. Ghosh. The contract is supposed to look at this critical buck- 
ling strength, 7,200. But, again, the section that was calculated 
was so high, almost 200 percent than required, so they did not do 
any calculations. Plus, it did not require it. 

Mr. Oberstar. A previous panel said that this was not a problem 
at all. That the problem of hull buckling or cracking was due to an 
underlying stringer in the ship construction that was not attached 
and therefore did not provide strength, and that the failure was 
due to something else, not to the design of the hull extension. 

Mr. Ghosh. That is true. The Matagorda 

Mr. Oberstar. True that there was a stringer 

Mr. Ghosh. A stringer not welded. 

Mr. Oberstar. Did that have a relationship to the strength of 
the hull? 

Mr. Ghosh. That stringer not being welded, the Matagorda failed 
at very low wave height, at very low systems. But eventually, when 
we fixed the problem and increased the strength based on when we 
found the calculus mistake and we increased the strength, which 
Carderock would have suggested the same thing, still we had fail- 
ure. That failure is not due to just not having the welders stiffen 
her. It is much more complicated. And our theory is, again, we 
have spent half a million dollars almost in trying to solve this prob- 
lem with experts from Europe, the original designer VT, and sev- 
eral fine detail analyses we have done. 

The main theory, what we think is that because the engine room 
hatch basically does not have the deck, it has a soft patch to re- 
move the engines, that moved towards the midship of the hull. Also 
one other problem would be the 110 and 123 has aluminum deck, 
not steel. Aluminum basically behaves like rubber in this par- 
ticular case. And that is like a canoe, if you have an open canoe, 
you can push it and it sort of buckles. And that is what is hap- 
pening. We cannot prove it by analysis and we have gone to many 
experts, nobody could pinpoint the exact failure mode. 

Mr. Oberstar. Why would that not have shown up prior to ac- 
tual construction work undertaken on the vessel? Why would there 
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not have been a design evaluation before you put the vessel to con- 
struction? And secondly, why in the lengthening and strength- 
ening, why did not someone notice the stringer was not attached? 
I do not understand that. 

Mr. Ghosh. Okay. Sir, the stringer not attached was 

Mr. Oberstar. And was that endemic to the other vessels? 

Mr. Ghosh. No, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. Just to this one? 

Mr. Ghosh. Just that one. 

Mr. Oberstar. But the others cracked, the others buckled. 

Mr. Ghosh. Buckled. And the main problem right now is that we 
cannot keep our shafts aligned. 

Mr. Oberstar. All right. So the testimony we got in the previous 
panel was, not your words but mine, a coverup for their failure. 
When you received this information from the Navy and then you 
passed it on and recommended their guidance and action was not 
taken because, in the Coast Guard’s words, they did not have the 
money to do this, did you have any further leverage in this arena? 
Were your hands tied at that point? 

Mr. Ghosh. No, sir. We could not use our own money plus we 
did not have our money also, because these engineer projects we 
have like kind of money to use, you can use can mix and match. 

Mr. Oberstar. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think that 
testimony is very helpful and sheds important light. I am going to 
come back and review this matter of steel strength and take a clos- 
er look at it later, not in this hearing but in another context. I ap- 
preciate that. That is very, very useful testimony. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Gilchrest. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Maybe if you wrote 
a letter to the Coast Guard Auxiliary they would have contributed 
that $40,000 for that extra evaluation. 

Mr. Ghosh, you have in your testimony on Page 3, I just want 
to read a couple of sentences, second paragraph, “I asked both the 
contracting officer’s technical representative and the Bollinger 
members of the technical management information team to award 
contracts to the Navy’s Combatant Craft division because of its ex- 
perience with similar problems that occurred after lengthening the 
179-foot Patrol Craft and its earlier involvement with the 110-foot 
Island Class Patrol Boat. I also suggested that Bollinger consult 
Vosper Thornycraft because it was the original designer of the Is- 
land Class Patrol Boats. I was unable to get support for this.” Who 
did you need to get support to have this done? 

Mr. Ghosh. I would say the project office. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Who was in the project office that did not give 
you support for this? 

Mr. Ghosh. While I was a member of the team I could go there 
and I could not go any further. But also I would like to point out 
that even if we had gotten the support at the time, the section 
modulus, suppose we had gone to Carderock at the time, they 
would have told us to increase the section modulus, and that is ex- 
actly what we have done to date. But still the boat fails. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So what I am saying is you had some concern 
about design flaws I guess and you could not get support for fur- 
ther evaluation for those proposed design flaws. 
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Mr. Ghosh. No, sir. I did not know there was a design flaw. I 
just wanted them to look at the design because they have the expe- 
rience, more than I did. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Now why were you not able to get support for 
this further evaluation? 

Mr. Ghosh. I cannot speak for — I did not control the money. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Who specifically was the person that turned you 
down? 

Mr. Ghosh. I cannot remember exactly, but everybody in the 
Deepwater program knew about that we wanted to get the money 
to get the 

Mr. Gilchrest. I would just like, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
follow up and find out who that person was that you suggested that 
you get this other information, and I think I would just like to fol- 
low through so we that we can find out who that person or persons 
were. 

I would like to go to Page 5 of your testimony, the second from 
the last paragraph, about the middle way down. I just want a clari- 
fication from you, Mr. Ghosh, that it seems from what you say here 
that you now understand what caused the damage on the hull 
buckling on these ships: “After analyzing all additional informa- 
tion, the Coast Guard’s Engineering Logistics Center has developed 
a solution that might address all the possible mechanisms of dam- 
age; add a stiff beam in a closed tube to the upper edge of the deck. 
I believe this will address the major structural problems, but I can- 
not provide complete certainty that this will work, or that there are 
no other unanticipated problems.” So what we are talking about 
here, what Mr. Oberstar is talking about, the hull breaches, the 
hull buckling and all of those issues, a stiff beam in a closed tube 
to the upper edge of the deck will solve some of those problems pos- 
sibly? 

Mr. Ghosh. Possibly so, yes. The thing is that increasing the 
strength by just putting plates or stiffener did not work. What we 
have come to the theory about that, if we have a closed cell which 
is several hundred times stronger in torsion and that will stabilize 
the deck. 

Mr. Gilchrest. We have eight ships sitting up at Curtis Bay just 
outside of Baltimore City. If you think you might have a solution 
to this problem, should we scrap those boats or should we pick out 
one and see if it will work? 

Mr. Ghosh. Well, that is not 

Mr. Gilchrest. That is not your decision to make. 

Mr. Ghosh. That is not my decision to make. I do not have a 100 
percent guarantee. I cannot guarantee. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Considering all the money that has been put into 
this project — there are some pretty good workers up there at Curtis 
Bay. Is it possible to hold the line, say let us not scrap all these 
ships, let us see if we can salvage one, put it out on the high seas 
for a year? And I will sail down to the McMerdo on it if need be, 
Mr. Chairman, give me six months leave of absence. Are these 
ships so far gone that salvaging one and testing it out just is not 
worth it? 

Mr. Ghosh. No, sir. I agree, you could do that, what you say, sir. 
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Mr. Gilchrest. So these 110 boats changed to 123, that has 
never been done before? This is the first time we took 110s to make 
them 123s? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. This is really a silly question I guess, but consid- 
ering all the potential problems that we are seeing here, both from 
Lockheed Martin and from Northrop Grumman, from the aviation, 
the logistics, the hulls and all that, would it not have been more 
prudent to do one, set it out there, because the first one entered 
service in 2005 but there were already hull problems in 2004 on 
that same boat, set it out there and see if you could get the kinks 
out? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Did the Navy have similar problems when they 
went from 170 to 179? 

Mr. Ghosh. Not similar problems, sir. I just said that the stress 
level on the deck, their’s is in the 40,000 pounds per square inch 
level and ours is between 7,000 to 12,000, in that range. 

Mr. Gilchrest. You talked about solving — this will be my last 
question, Mr. Chairman — ^you talked about as far as add a stiff 
beam in a closed tube to the upper edge of the deck would have 
solved some of those damage problems with the 123. Is there a 
similar design in the 179? 

Mr. Ghosh. No, sir. They have, again because the problem is dif- 
ferent, they have increased the strength. Though my solution also 
calls for increasing the strength, but in the 123 case, just increas- 
ing the strength does not help. It has to have a closed cell because 
of the open deck. In the PC, though they have some hatch, but by 
increasing the strength that solved their problems. There was 
cracking in their case. In our case it is mostly buckling. 

Mr. Gilchrest. How many 110s are left in the Coast Guard? 

Mr. Ghosh. Forty-one, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Are any of those going to be 123s? 

Mr. Ghosh. No. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Before we go to Mr. Kagan, let me ask you this, 
Mr. Michel. Given that you agreed with Mr. DeKort’s concerns, did 
you believe that Lockheed Martin did anything unethical? 

Mr. Michel. I would not say unethical, sir, no. 

Mr. Cummings. Did you file an ethics complaint? 

Mr. Michel. I did not, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Okay. Mr. Kagan. 

Mr. Kagan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I did not know when I 
took this job we might be having sleep-overs. I do not think I 
brought all my equipment. 

Mr. Cummings. At least you are a doctor, so if we get sick you 
can take care of us. 

Mr. Kagan. That is right. But I am not allowed to write myself 
those prescriptions. 

Is it Doctor Ghosh? Ph.D? 

Mr. Ghosh. No, sir. I have just a Bachelor’s degree in naval ar- 
chitecture from Indian Institute of Technology. 

Mr. Kagan. With 33 years of experience in architecture related 
to naval vessels? 
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Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. And were you here during the earlier testimony 
when I questioned Mr. Stanley? 

Mr. Ghosh. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. And do you agree with his answers with regard to 
potential responsibility? 

Mr. Ghosh. I would say yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. Is there anybody else that you think you should add 
to the list of three? 

Mr. Ghosh. No, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. And with regard to the name of the person, either 
your superior or someone in your organization that may not have 
been able to come up with the money necessary to do some more 
studies, is it possible that you could find that person’s name, if not 
tonight then in the next several days, certainly during my first 
term here? 

Mr. Ghosh. It has been five years, sir. I did not keep that good 
notes on that. But again, it was in a meeting and all names have 
been given. 

Mr. Kagan. All right. Well can you offer perhaps three things 
that you think were the primary things that went wrong with the 
110? Give me a list. I have a scientific mind. But do not shake your 
hands because I teach medical students when a professor does this 
we put out notes down, do not write anything, because it is just a 
bunch of bull. So just give me three things that you think were the 
key things that went wrong with this project. Design. You men- 
tioned the space in the hull, the hatch, so to speak. Let me ask you 
yes or no: Can you come up with three things that you think were 
central to the failure of this project? 

Mr. Ghosh. I guess I could. 

Mr. Kagan. Perhaps then you could write to me and give me the 
answers in writing at a later time. 

[Information follows:] 
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18 April hearing titled "Coast Guard's Deepwater Program" 

House Subcommittee on Coast Guard & Maritime Transportation 

Insert on Page 264. Following line 6158 

In my opinion, there were errors in the section modulus (strength) calculations performed 
by the Integrated Coast Guard System (ICGS) subcontractor and failures to fully consider 
other engineering issues, particularly critical buckling strength. While these errors were 
not the primary cause of the failures, the flawed calculations provided industry and 
government with a false confidence in the design which affected the decision process on 
the issues listed below. I believe, there were three fundamental problems that created the 
situation in which these failures were possible: 

1 ) Proposal Evaluation. In my opinion, the time to stop the concept was at the proposal 
stage. The basic concept of lengthening the cutter, especially from the aft end, was 
unusual and therefore high risk. Even aside from any details of the proposal, this 
approach implied that the original Island class cutter designers did not wring every ounce 
of weight out of the structure and had structural capacity to spare, which is unlikely for a 
high performance light vessel. This proposed modification should have been subject to 
much more scrutiny and should not have been accepted without detailed analyses 
verifying the structure. Though the risks of this proposal were pointed out by 
Engineering Logistics Center (ELC) “big ship” naval architects during proposal 
evaluation, the ELC subject matter experts on patrol boats who were also intimately 
familiar with the Island class cutters did not participate in this phase. These subject 
matter experts could have either done a more extensive analytic scrutiny of the vessel or 
at least elevated the concerns, before the program was irrevocably committed to this 
course of action. The evaluation of the proposal should also have considered the extent 
of the expertise of the builder/designer, Bollinger Shipyards Ltd. Bollinger has been a 
very successful builder of patrol boats for the Coast Guard. They built the original Island 
class cutters and more recently the smaller Marine Protector class cutters. However, in 
both of these projects they had substantial engineering support from experienced design 
agents; Vosper Thomycroft for the Island class cutters and Damen, and other specialists 
specific to stem launch ramps, for the Marine Protector class cutters. 

2) Prototype Trials. In my opinion and as Representative Gilchrest suggested during 
the hearing, a single prototype could have been built and proven fully at sea for a 
reasonable period of time prior to proceeding with awards for more conversions. Some 
of this testing could have been conducted with instrumentation for motions and structural 
stresses. Though this would have had adverse schedule and budget impact, it might have 
avoided our subsequent problems. In my opinion, the trial data obtained also would have 
enhanced our understanding of the fundamental design factors for light weight high- 
speed craft. The Coast Guard has, in the past, successfully followed this philosophy of 
prototype testing before full production. One prototype and five pre-production 
prototypes of the 47-foot Motor Life Boat were tested extensively for over two years 
before full production. Cuirently, the Response Boat-Medium project has taken an even 
more conservative approach - three contracts were awarded for construction of three 
different prototype boats. These boats were fully tested before awarding a full production 
contract, and the tests allowed each contractor to improve his offer, and allowed the 
government to reduce its risk in selecting a single final contractor for production. 
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3) Enforceable, Detailed Standards. As witnesses have testified, the Deepwater 
contract and its referenced standards and performance requirements left many areas open 
for interpretation. I believe this shows the clear need for definitive, proven, detailed 
standards and criteria, and for contract language that allows the government to test, verify 
and enforce those standards. The American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) Guide for 
Building and Classing High-Speed Craft 1997 has language that advises critical buckling 
studies, but this guidance was not mandatory. In my opinion, for the Island class 
conversion, clear direction to consider critical buckling due to longitudinal bending 
would have at least given an alert to prevent initial side shell and deck buckling, and this 
alert may well have resulted in more extensive scrutiny. 

It is my opinion that the Coast Guard’s over-reliance on the contractor’s engineering 
ability and oversight at the beginning of the contract award; a bias toward schedule over 
other factors and standards and contract wording that were vague and not easily 
enforceable, combined to produce the problems that led the Coast Guard to stop 
production after eight cutters. 
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Mr. Kagan. Mr. Michel, you mentioned in your statement that 
you are an assistant deputy for systems implementation with the 
Coast Guard’s nationwide automatic identification system project. 

Mr. Michel. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. I am sure they do not answer the phone that way. 
But can you give me just a little background about what that 
means, what you do? 

Mr. Michel. These days I am more of a program management 
type than an engineering technical lead. But the two are closely re- 
lated in my present responsibilities. 

Mr. Kagan. So someone in that organization depends on your 
judgement? 

Mr. Michel. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. And your judgement is based not just on your edu- 
cation, but your training and your experience. Is that correct? 

Mr. Michel. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. Sir, you were involved in this project. Let me ask 
you this. Do you agree with everything offered in sworn testimony 
by Mr. Atkins? 

Mr. Michel. I do not. 

Mr. Kagan. Is there anything that you disagree with him on? 

Mr. Michel. I think that some of his statements were a bit of 
a stretch. 

Mr. Kagan. So the adjectives might be a problem. But what 
about the facts? Is it not a fact that some wiring and covering of 
wiring created the possibility, as you testified earlier this evening, 
for eavesdropping? 

Mr. Michel. For compromising emanations, yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. And when you left the project, is it not also true that 
that same wiring was in place? 

Mr. Michel. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. Do you think your judgement was sound in allowing 
it to continue to be present? 

Mr. Michel. I made my concerns known during my tenure. 

Mr. Kagan. Well you did talk about it. But what happened? 
What were the results? What do you think? Was it poor judgment 
to walk away from that project knowing that there were unshielded 
wiring? 

Mr. Michel. Perhaps, sir. But it was a promotion. 

Mr. Kagan. Okay. Okay. I will tell you, I am new around these 
parts and I think, Joe, you testified earlier that you thought there 
was really a contract problem. I do not think it is a contract prob- 
lem. I think it is a people problem and it is really a problem of 
oversight. And I can, as my time expires here, reassure you that 
the noth Congress is intently interested in providing oversight. 
And in my evening that I am spending here with you, there was 
one man who was honest thus far, and that gentleman from 
Bollinger is sitting in the back row. Mark fessed up, he accepted 
responsibility, and he has invited everybody else to accept responsi- 
bility. 

If I may just ask Cathy Martindale a question. Are you under- 
staffed? Do you have a lot more responsibility to do personally than 
you think one person should be doing? 
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Ms. Martindale. While assigned to the Deepwater project, yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Kagan. So how many other staff members do you feel would 
be adequate to get the job done right? 

Ms. Martindale. There should be an over-arching surface con- 
tracting officer, there should be a contracting officer assigned to 
each asset; that would be the SRP, the 123, the NSC, the FRC, the 
OPC. That would be five contracting officers, and they would need 
two to three specialists working for each of those contracting offi- 
cers. 

Mr. Kagan. Is that not a staff of close to 18 in addition to you? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. And who would be responsible for providing all that 
staff? Who is the decisionmaker? Where does that buck stop? 

Ms. Martindale. I really do not know, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. See, one of the principles in my businesses that I 
have run is that if I give someone a job that they cannot do, shame 
on me. Someone gave you a job that was humanly not possible in 
my early estimation. Would you agree with that? 

Ms. Martindale. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. All right. So it is a question again of failure of over- 
sight. It is not a failure of contracts. I do not think this is nec- 
essarily a problem that is going to be solved by attorneys. This is 
going to be solved by this Congress in its oversight of activities, not 
just in the Coast Guard but elsewhere. 

Any other comments from the panel before I yield back my time? 

Ms. Martindale. I have a comment, sir. I believe another issue 
of concern is the construct of the contractor. It has been a struggle 
in administering the contract when you have a joint venture, ICGS, 
which is a shell of a company, and then you have subcontractors, 
Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman Ships Systems, and then an- 
other tier subcontractor, Bollinger. Not necessarily do those con- 
tract relationships reflect that of the Coast Guard’s with ICGS 
making it an additional challenge. Also, the work was divided up. 
C4ISR was focused on doing their C4ISR work, HM&E was focused 
on doing their HM&E and not necessarily when the two would 
come together do they work compatibly. That was just a fallout of 
the organizational construct with whom we had a contract relation- 
ship. 

Mr. Kagan. You have just described a disorganized orchestra 
where everyone is playing their own musical instrument but there 
is no conductor. So we have Madam Speaker Pelosi to guarantee 
there is going to be oversight in this Congress. I yield back my 
time.k 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. I just wanted to say that 
Admiral Blore, who is right over there, Ms. Martindale, is the guy 
who can get you some more help. Okay? 

Mr. Altmire. 

Mr. Altmire. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to clarify one 
thing. This question is for Commander Jacoby. You talked earlier 
about Ron Porter and the visual Tempest exam of the Matagorda. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Altmire. My question is, was Ron Porter a fully certified 
Tempest authority at the time he conducted the visual Tempest 
exam of the Matagorda? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. To my knowledge, he was. Al- 
though I did not verify his certification, sir. 

Mr. Altmire. Okay. Thank you. My next question is also for you 
Commander. According to records supplied by the Coast Guard, 
Matagorda received its Interim Authority to Operate its C4ISR on 
October 14, 2004. It then has a visual Tempest inspection on De- 
cember 19, 2004, which noted a few lingering discrepancies. It re- 
ceived its Authority to Operate on January 19, 2005. Next, the 123 
class received a class waiver for visual discrepancies on July 12, 
2005. Matagorda itself was reinspected for visual Tempest on Octo- 
ber 28, 2005. So the question is, why did Matagorda receive its 
ATO before the class waiver for the 123’s visual discrepancies was 
panted and before Matagorda was given a visual Tempest inspec- 
tion to assess the condition of remaining deficiencies? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I tried to keep up with you on 
dates there, sir. I believe that there is a mixing of two issues there. 
The class-wide waiver which applied not to the Matagorda but the 
follow-on hulls was granted I believe on the date you mentioned. 
If I can just run through the Matagorda dates, I think that would 
clear up things. 

Mr. Altmire. Please. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. The Matagorda received a vis- 
ual Tempest inspection and an instrumented Tempest inspection in 
the February 2004 timeframe, it received Interim Authority to Op- 
erate in October 2004, and a final Authority to Operate in January 
of 2005. Those dates in sequential order I believe are the only ones 
applicable to Matagorda. The class-wide waiver, in my under- 
standing from what I have received from Mr. Porter, was after sev- 
eral cutters had been tested, his confidence level that the class met 
a configuration management standard that was consistent across 
the class and so he felt comfortable granting a class-wide Authority 
to Operate. 

Mr. Altmire. Okay. Thank you. My final question we pulled 
from the testimony and it has some acronyms in there which I am 
going to try to pronounce correctly, but forgive me if I do not. From 
March 11 to April 5, 2005, Matagorda was among a group of ships 
reassessed by Navy’s COMOPTEVFOR unit and the Navy wrote 
the following, which I think we were going to put up on the screen 
but it is late now: “Tempest discrepancies and COMSEC discrep- 
ancies were corrected in Coast Guard Cutter Matagorda; however, 
there were unsolved installation discrepancies which precluded 
SPAWAR CISCOM recommendation for Coast Guard 62 to release 
an lATO. Without an lATO cutters were not authorized to transmit 
and receive classified information, significantly limiting their par- 
ticipation in U.S. Coast Guard tactical operations” And then later 
they wrote: “In spite of this progress, physical connectivity was still 
assessed as a high risk based upon the inability to establish and 
maintain classified two-way data exchanges with other Coast 
Guard and naval vessels.” 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. It is my understanding 
that the date on which COMOPTEVFOR, the Navy Command, as- 
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sessed the Matagorda it did not have an ATO, therefore could not 
energize their secure communications. So COMOPTEVFOR noted 
that they could not test certain gear during that evaluation. And 
I believe the ATO for Matagorda came several weeks after 
COMOPTEVFOR had done their evaluation, sir. 

Mr. Altmire. Commander, had the Matagorda been handling 
classified information by this time? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. No, sir. 

Mr. Altmire. They had not? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. No, sir. 

Mr. Altmire. Okay. Why did the Coast Guard issue an ATO in 
January 2005 to the Matagorda when the Navy noted that unre- 
solved installation discrepancies precluded SPAWAR from recom- 
mending the Coast Guard to release lATO when the system is still 
considered high risk at that time, March-April of 2005? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Sir, I believe there are two sep- 
arate processes, the Navy’s operational evaluation of the cutter is 
not linked to Mr. Porter’s working with SPAWAR and determining 
the suitability of the Tempest system, sir. 

Mr. Altmire. Okay. Thank you. Commander. Last question. Did 
the sequence of events pose a risk of compromising national secu- 
rity at any time? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. It has always been my belief 
based on input from the C4 community and the Coast Guard that 
that is not the case. 

Mr. Altmire. Okay. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Tell me again, when did the Matagorda get its 
ATO? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I show a final ATO granted on 
19 January 2005, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And was that before the Navy assessment? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I do not have the Navy report 
in front of me, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. March-April of 2005. How does that affect your 
testimony? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I would have to check those 
dates, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. That is very, very important because you just 
gave us some information that we want to make sure is accurate. 
We can tell you that the information we got is that the Navy’s ex- 
amination was in March of 2005. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. I believe what I am 
reading off of is something we provided for the record. I would be 
happy to provide this and the actual reports for the record, sir. 

[Information follows:] 
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Mr. Cummings. Mr. Taylor. 

Mr. Taylor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Commander Jacoby, you 
were the project officer? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I was the program manager for 
the 123 program. 

Mr. Taylor. In previous testimony I heard the gentlemen talking 
about electronics that were exposed to the weather that were not 
required to be waterproof I kept waiting for someone to say, no, 
you are wrong, it was in the specs. I still have not heard anyone 
say that. How does something as basic as that happen? Any boat- 
swain mate third class is going to go the first time it rains, the first 
time we catch a wave this stuff is ruined. How does something like 
that happen? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I agree with your assessment, 
sir, that that does not seem like something that could happen. In 
reality, coming on the program halfway through, I still know the 
contract states environmental requirements for operation of the 
equipment and that a certain radio was installed on the SRP that 
did not meet those environmental requirements, sir. 

Mr. Taylor. Were you empowered to catch mistakes like that? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. It actually happened two years 
before I reported, sir. But yes, if I as program manager saw items 
that did not meet the contract requirements, I was empowered to 
work through the contracting officer and make corrections. 

Mr. Taylor. Okay. So your predecessor program officer, was he 
a lieutenant also at the time? I am taking it you were a lieutenant 
a couple of years back. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. The prior program manager, 
there were several, some were GS-14s, I am not sure of all the 
ranks of the previous ones. 

Mr. Taylor. I realize the Coast Guard, as all the services do, 
throws a heck of a lot of responsibility on very young officers. But 
it strikes me that a program with a $90 million expenditure, eight 
ruined cutters, did you at any time then or since think you just 
were not high enough of a pay rate to address these problems? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Sir, I think I mirror Ms. 
Martindale’s feelings of the program early on, the staffing levels 
were very bleak. When I reported aboard my billet was actually to 
be the deputy surface program manager with an over-arching view 
of all the cutters construction. Shortly after arriving I saw the 123 
program with a need for some change and some guidance and I 
took that over in addition to the deputy surface job. After some 
months of work on the 123 it was clear that was a full-time job 
plus. So in that timeframe of 2004, people were wearing two and 
three hats and moving the program forward. The Commandant 
yesterday talked about increasing manning levels and oversight. I 
can attest I witnessed over my two and a half years on the pro- 
gram the increase of staffing levels. After a while the people who 
were wearing three hats got replacements and before I left in Octo- 
ber of 2006 we were properly manning each billet instead of asking 
people to cover two and three billets, sir. 

Mr. Taylor. Again, and I would invite you to correct me, but 
that one jumps out at me as so glaring that I find it inconceivable. 
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Let us take it to something a little bit more complicated, the hog- 
ging and sagging calculations. Is that your normal expertise within 
the Coast Guard? If a crewboat company or a ferryboat operator 
were going to lengthen their vessel, is that the sort of calculation 
that you would run? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I am not a naval architect or a 
marine safety inspector, sir. But I am a shipboard engineer for the 
Coast Guard, an engineer on 2-through 78-foot ships and even an 
engineer supporting the patrol boats down in Key West prior to my 
deepwater career. I think, from a commonsense standpoint, I share 
your concern that that does not pass the commonsense test. But I 
am not a naval architect to back that up with calculations, sir. 

Mr. Taylor. Commander, let me ask you this, and I very much 
appreciate your frankness, what is being done so it does not hap- 
pen again? I have told you my concerns with the LCS, I have told 
you my concerns with the next generation cutters. Shame on me 
if a mistake is made once, but shame on all of us, enlisted, officer 
rank. Members of the Congress, members of the Administration if 
we let this happen again. I really, based on what I have heard here 
tonight, do not have any confidence that we are doing this any bet- 
ter. And what is particularly troubling, I sense this is the ship- 
board equivalent of sweeping it under the rug when you cut this 
ship up for scrap or if it is sunk offshore for a fishing reef and it 
is no longer there to be on 60 Minutes. We have got a real problem 
here. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taylor. I would like to hear from you as an up and coming 
officer in the United States Coast Guard that you have got a high 
degree of confidence that this is being addressed rather than just 
let us hope nobody asks that question again. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. I firmly believe that 
the factors that led to the structural as well as the C4 issues we 
have talked about tonight I could see the evolution of the things 
that will keep those from happening again in my two and a half 
years in the Coast Guard. One of them was the manning level that 
we talked about, the wearing three hats. I think there has been 
comparisons between Deepwater manning and Navy shipbuilding 
manning and we were trying to build ships with very few people. 

Another major contributor is the specificity of the requirement in 
the contract. In all these situations, we were dealing with contract 
language that was signed in 2002 and left the contractor and the 
Government in many cases unclear on the exact requirements. It 
was a performance-based contract but it still could have specificity 
that both the Government and industry could use to manage costs, 
manage expectations, manage requirements. 

Additionally, the oversight and the input from regulatory agen- 
cies, the Commandant and the PEG have mandated the use of reg- 
ulatory agencies in further designs, and I have personally been in- 
volved in incorporating the things that brought us problems on this 
contract, like specific words in the contract or lack of words in the 
contract, into future contracts for the FRC and the OPC. So I do 
have a sense that I have contributed by the painful lessons learned 
to better contracts and better oversight and better manning for the 
Deepwater program, sir. 
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Mr. Taylor. If a contract passed your desk tomorrow that called 
for a radio, a radar, fill in the blank, that is going to be exposed 
to the weather and did not mandate that it be waterproof, and we 
all know the difference between weatherproof and waterproof, 
would you be empowered to say, no, we are going to fix this right 
now rather than buy two or three or four of these at Government 
expense and replace the ones that do not work? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Absolutely, sir. I do have exam- 
ples of issues that arose in the Deepwater program that the pro- 
gram office felt did not meet contract requirements and were able 
to enforce those requirements and get design changes and even ret- 
rofits on the cutters. So there are examples of successes in enforc- 
ing the contract requirements, and then there are examples of the 
program office unsuccessfully enforcing, mostly because of the 
wording that was incorporated into the contract in 2002, either 
vague or lacking the specificity. 

Mr. Taylor. Who in your opinion should have caught the hog- 
ging and sagging problem before it happened? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. The Coast Guard’s contract is 
with ICGS. I feel the responsibility was with ICGS. In fact, I 
worked with my contracting officer to issue two latent defect letters 
to the contractor; one days after the Matagorda buckling incident, 
the other several months later when the deformations appeared on 
other cutters. 

Mr. Taylor. Okay. Thank you very much. Commander. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taylor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Oberstar. 

Mr. Oberstar. Yes. I have a follow-up for Mr. Jacoby. In Janu- 
ary of 2005 the Matagorda got authority to operate; meaning that 
they also had authority to transmit and receive classified data. But 
at that time, according to all testimony we have seen, they had not 
yet passed the instrumented test, as it is called. The only instru- 
ment test which allegedly was passed was in July 2006 but for an- 
other ship in the same class as the Matagorda. Was it legal for the 
Matagorda to operate under those circumstances? 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I believe so, and I will tell you 
from my perspective why I believe that, sir. The two instrumented 
Tempest inspections, one on Matagorda, one on Padre, were not re- 
lated. The Padre inspection was not meant to validate Matagorda’s 
Tempest system. The original instrumented Tempest inspection on 
Matagorda, which you referred to as failed, was in my view as a 
program manager, Ron Porter assessed the vulnerabilities or issues 
with that, over time the physical discrepancies were corrected or 
Mr. Porter waived the discrepancies that were noted, and that 
original Tempest inspection was eventually the basis for Mr. Porter 
approving Authority to Operate, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. How does that authority compare to the judge- 
ment of the Navy which said in a document we have that the sys- 
tem is still high-risk. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. That is from a COMOPTEVFOR 
report sir? 

Mr. Oberstar. Yes. 
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Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I believe that the authority for 
Tempest certification lies with for the Coast Guard Mr. Ron Porter, 
for the Navy SPAWAR and not with COMOPTEVFOR, sir. I cannot 
speak to whether they would determine 

Mr. Oberstar. There is this gray area here which is now becom- 
ing somewhat clearer that there were deficiencies and these defi- 
ciencies were granted waivers instead of being repaired rather than 
being covered up. 

Lieutenant Commander Jacoby. I do not know the waiver proc- 
ess or the mentality that goes behind the waiver process at Mr. 
Ron Porter’s shop. 

Mr. Oberstar. Okay. Thank you. We need to proceed on to the 
next panel. I particularly want to thank Mr. Ghosh, a naval archi- 
tect, for his very candid and straightforward and helpful answers. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. Thank you all very, very much for 
being with us. Your testimony has been extremely helpful. You are 
excused. 

Mr. Cummings. We will call our next panel now. Rear Admiral 
Gary T. Blore, and Vice Admiral Paul E. Sullivan. 

Raise your right hands, please. Do you swear to tell the whole 
truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God? Thank you. Let 
the record reflect that the witnesses answered in the affirmative. 

Thank you all very much. I know it has been a very, very long 
day. Hopefully, we will not take you into tomorrow. 

Rear Admiral Blore. 

TESTIMONY OF REAR ADMIRAL GARY T. BLORE, PROGRAM EX- 
ECUTIVE OFFICER, COAST GUARD INTEGRATED DEEP- 
WATER SYSTEM; VICE ADMIRAL PAUL E. SULLIVAN, COM- 
MANDER, NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND, U.S. NAVY 

Admiral Blore. Thank you, sir, and the members who have 
stuck it out with us. Good evening, Mr. Chairman, and distin- 
guished members of the Committee. It is a pleasure to be here 
today with my colleague Admiral Sullivan. I respectfully request 
my previously submitted written testimony be entered into the 
record. 

Mr. Cummings. Without objection, so ordered. 

Admiral Blore. I would like to thank the Congress, in particular 
this Committee, for your oversight of the integrated Deepwater sys- 
tem. We have adopted many of your Committee recommendations 
as we reform the Deepwater acquisition process. I believe the Deep- 
water program is our best strategy for building a 21st century 
Coast Guard capable of executing our missions in maritime safety, 
environmental protection, homeland security and homeland de- 
fense. As part of our effort to strengthen the Deepwater program, 
and with the Commandant’s leadership, we have met extensively 
with Integrated Coast Guard Systems, ICGS, Lockheed Martin and 
Northrop Grumman. We have had frank discussions with industry 
about our intentions moving forward. We have strengthened the 
Coast Guard’s acquisition process and revamped our procedures to 
ensure that the contract expectations of the Coast Guard and the 
American taxpayer are crystal clear. 

This hearing is focused on mistakes the Coast Guard made in 
our first Deepwater shipbuilding project. Not a day goes by that I 
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am not fully committed to avoiding a recurrence of this disappoint- 
ment. Our Coast Guard men and women deserve better as does the 
public we serve. You have my assurance that I will take every step 
necessary to redress insufficiencies in analysis and communications 
that led to the premature decommissioning of the 123-foot patrol 
boats. However, we must not fall victim to living in the past which 
neither recapitalizes the Coast Guard nor serves the public inter- 
est. Instead, we must apply lessons learned to ensure a successful 
future for the Coast Guard, our acquisitions, homeland security, 
and the American people. 

The Coast Guard has options in choosing from whom to acquire 
our assets, consistent with the Federal Acquisition Regulations. 
With the Commandant’s support, I intend to use robust business 
case analysis, competition, and best value criteria in choosing 
which manufacturers will execute our projects. In many cases that 
may continue to be Lockheed Martin and/or Northrop Grumman, 
and to that end the Commandant and the company CEOs recently 
signed an agreement asserting the Coast Guard would: transition 
into becoming the systems integrator, lead management of all 
lifecycle logistics, expand the use of the American Bureau of Ship- 
ping, accelerate the resolution of remaining national security cutter 
issues, and where practicable work directly with the prime vendors. 
These actions combined with numerous other acquisitions and pro- 
gram management reforms will make the Deepwater program of to- 
morrow fundamentally better than the Deepwater program of 
today. 

This Committee has been a catalyst for much of this change. But 
the fundamental underpinnings of this reform began the day Admi- 
ral Allen became Commandant, just under a year ago. His first, 
very first new initiative as our Commandant was to direct a con- 
solidation of our acquisition organization. Shortly thereafter, he 
adopted the blueprint for acquisition reform which called for a re- 
structuring and prioritization of our agency’s entire acquisition 
process. We will stand up this new structure beginning July 13th 
and it will take shape fully over the next several months. 

For the upcoming award term, which starts this June, the Com- 
mandant has asked me to focus on more favorable Government 
terms and conditions and on those priority delivery task orders oc- 
curring during the first 18 to 24 months. This allows the recapital- 
ization of the Coast Guard to continue unabated while acquisition 
reforms are implemented, at the same time allowing a full spec- 
trum of options for future Government purchases. 

Today marks the start of my second year in this assignment. 
Critical to our acquisition is the partnership we have built with our 
sister service. The Navy is our third party independent assessor of 
choice. They speak Coast Guard, they understand us, and have su- 
perb engineering and technical expertise to share. For example, a 
quarter of my resident project office staff at the Pascagoula ship- 
yard is on loan from NAVSEA on a reimbursable agreement. Our 
daily contact is across dozens of NAVSEA’s divisions, involving mil- 
lions of dollars transferred from everything such as Navy-type, 
Navy-owned equipment to technical review. And now with the ele- 
vate role of our Coast Guard Technical Authority, the relationship 
with NAVSEA is even more integrated. 
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In conclusion, a properly equipped Coast Guard is critical to our 
Nation, and reforming the Deepwater acquisition is critical to a 
21st century Coast Guard. I look forward to working with you to 
ensure we can accomplish acquisition reform without derailing re- 
capitalization but while focusing on the acquisition fundamentals of 
cost control, schedule integrity, and the surpassing of performance 
expectations. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be pleased to an- 
swer your questions. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Vice Admiral Sullivan. 

Admiral Sullivan. Good evening, Mr. Chairman. Thanks for 
having us here tonight. My name is Vice Admiral Paul Sullivan. I 
am the Commander of the Naval Sea Systems Command. Before I 
had the job I have today I was the deputy commander for ship de- 
sign, integration and engineering. I have also been a program man- 
ager of two submarine acquisition programs. 

I am here to discuss our partnership with the Coast Guard with 
regard to acquisition and also technical authority. I would be happy 
to answer any of your questions, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Very well. Thank you very much to both of you. 

Rear Admiral Blore, first of all, I want you to know that I think 
everybody on our panel on both sides of the aisle have tremendous 
confidence in Admiral Allen. He has clearly been a man of action 
and he has made it clear that he is going to make some significant 
changes. I had an opportunity to review his statement yesterday, 
his press statement, and I was very impressed and was glad that 
he was moving in the direction he is moving in. 

That being said, you have heard the testimony today. I think we 
can actually start with Ms. Martindale. She seems to be very dili- 
gent and hard working employee, contracting officer, given that she 
has got not enough people. I do not think that she was trying to 
make you all look bad, she was just answering questions honestly. 
We have heard testimony throughout about how it appears that 
there are problems with having the personnel to do the Tempest 
test and the resources to properly do them. So while we listen and 
we hear, and I can go on and on, you have heard the testimony, 
it is clear to me and it is a worry that I have expressed to Mr. 
Oberstar on at least two occasions, if not more, that we have got 
to make sure that if the Coast Guard is taking on these respon- 
sibilities that they have the personnel, the expertise, and the re- 
sources to take them on. To me, if that is not the case, then I think 
that we move from one bad situation to another bad situation. 

So I am just wondering where does that stand? I will be very 
frank with you. At this moment, just based upon what I have read 
and what I have heard, I do not know that the Coast Guard is in 
a position to do certification with regard to Tempest. I am not sure. 
And there are a lot of other things I am concerned about. That is 
not beating up on the Coast Guard, because we want to be the 
Coast Guard’s number one advocates, but we want to make sure 
that the Coast Guard has what it needs. So taking into consider- 
ation what was said by the Admiral yesterday, are we prepared to 
take on that responsibility? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I believe we are. I share 
your respect for Ms. Martindale and I would like to hire her back 
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as a contracting officer for the Deepwater program if she would like 
to return and join us. 

Since I became the program executive officer a year ago, we have 
brought on about 45 new staff positions. That was the first incre- 
ment that the Commandant and I had worked out together as we 
started preparing to build out our system integrator capability. I 
would not disagree with you for a moment that we are not pre- 
pared tomorrow to take over entirely the system integrator role. 
The Commandant has a plan to transition. We are much more ca- 
pable on the logistics and the material side of the Coast Guard. We 
still need to do a lot of build out especially on our C4ISR side, and 
I will be depending on my colleague heavily and other Government 
sources to assist the Coast Guard with that. 

Right now, we have 22 contracting officer billets within the pro- 
gram. We have expanded that since Ms. Martindale left. Again for 
full disclosure, and I believe NAVSEA probably shares this issue, 
while I have 22 contracting officer positions, I do not always have 
22 contracting officers. Hiring in the Washington, DC general area 
for what is called an 1102 general schedule person is difficult, espe- 
cially at the junior classification rates, although we work on that 
very hard again with our colleagues. We will continue to use 
SPAWARs as a facility to run our Tempest testing. I think some 
of the confusion earlier is we have always used them for the instru- 
mented testing. The actual certification is done by a Coast Guard 
official, and that is why sometimes it may have been confusing who 
was doing the certification. Tempest for Coast Guard assets is cer- 
tified by the Coast Guard based on SPAWAR testing. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me ask you this. In the Admiral’s statement 
yesterday he said something that while it impressed me and it 
made me feel good, left me kind of slightly with question marks. 
He said the Coast Guard will expand the role of the American Bu- 
reau of Shipping or other third parties as appropriate for Deep- 
water vessels to increase assurances that Deepwater assets are 
properly designed and constructed in accordance with established 
standards. What does that mean, if you can tell me? In other 
words, one of the things that we have run into here with regard 
to Tempest is what is the standard. Is the standard a moving tar- 
get? Is the standard something that can be waived or whatever? 
But putting Tempest aside, let us just deal with the American Bu- 
reau of Shipping, in talking to all of our experts they tell me if we 
would adhere to their standards we would be in pretty good shape, 
very good shape. I am wondering, does this statement mean that 
is the standard we will be using, or what does this mean? 

Admiral Blore. Do you mind if I just ask Admiral Sullivan to 
comment on ABS because we try to pattern off his program. 

Mr. Cummings. Sure. Please. Whoever is best to explain it. 

Admiral Sullivan. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. When you are build- 
ing a ship or any complex system there obviously has to be a stand- 
ard that that ship or system is built to. Either the service can 
maintain a set of standards that you design and construct the ship 
in accordance with those standards and then you certify that ship 
that it has been built to the design that meets the standards. The 
third party aspect can either be handled by the service or by this 
third party, such as the American Bureau of Shipping. In the case 
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of what we have in the Navy, we have been partnering with ABS, 
we have had a situation where we were unable to maintain our 
own standards due to lack of funding, we partnered with the ABS 
and developed a new set of standards that are not ABS standards, 
they are Navy- ABS partnership standards called the Naval Vessel 
Rules. 

We have had a lot of discussions in Mr. Taylor’s Committee on 
what that meant to the LCS program. But they are the rules to 
which you certify the ship. Either the service can perform that cer- 
tification by an examination inspection, looking at paper signa- 
tures, objective quality evidence we call it, to make sure that the 
ship has been certified to those standards, or we can actually hire 
the third party, which in this case is the American Bureau of Ship- 
ping, to what we call “class the ship” by examining first the design 
and making sure the design meets that standards, and then by in- 
specting the ship as it is being constructed and certifying that the 
ship was built in accordance with the design which met the class 
standard. 

Mr. Cummings. So who would do, say, the third party certifi- 
cation of things like the systems such as electronics? Who would 
do that? 

Admiral Sullivan. Yes, sir. ABS does not have experience to do 
that. So for naval ships, as Admiral Blore said, the Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command, otherwise known as SPAWAR. 
They would do that certification for the Navy. 

Mr. Cummings. Admiral Blore, can you guarantee that none of 
the problems found on the 123s will be repeated on the NSCs? 

Admiral Blore. Mr. Chairman, I can guarantee you that when 
we discover them we will address them individually and correctly, 
and will communicate, and will do the analysis necessary so that 
we knowingly walk into the future. I am not going to suggest for 
a moment that a platform as complex as the National Security Cut- 
ter is not going to encounter issues. I have 20 or 22 right now that 
I look at at my level but we address each one, we address the risk, 
we address the potential consequences, we work with our col- 
leagues primarily at SUPSHIPS down in Pascagoula and eliminate 
them as discrepancies. 

Mr. Cummings. Are you anticipating, other than beyond what 
you just said, are you anticipating those problems similar to the 
123s in any way? 

Admiral Blore. Absolutely not. The National Security Cutter 
will be the finest Coast Guard cutter we have ever had. It will be 
more capable, we are working through all the issues, and we are 
doing it before we accept delivery of the cutter. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. Thank you. That is helpful. Is that 
a new way of doing business? 

Admiral Blore. I think Congressman Taylor would say it is the 
only way of doing business. It is the way we should have always 
been doing it to work out these things before the Government ac- 
cepts final delivery. In almost probably every case when you do a 
DE)-250 and accept custody there is going to be some discrepancies, 
but there should be no major high-risk discrepancies that you are 
accepting when the Government takes ownership. 
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Mr. Cummings. Thank you. As far as low smoke cabling, is that 
used in the NSC? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Is it meeting specifications? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. But there is similar issues to what we 
discussed before in that one of the tenets of the Deepwater pro- 
gram, and I think it is a good tenet, is to attempt to use commer- 
cial off-the-shelf equipment when it is appropriate. So we have a 
lot of the little like the mouse cable to the computer, a water foun- 
tain that just does not come with low smoke cabling. It is possible 
for the Government to request that all to be switched out, but we 
do not think anybody is at any degree of risk because of a couple 
feet of cable. When it is longer, for example, the main mount, the 
57 millimeter came with non-low smoke cable and we asked the 
manufacturer to switch that out before we installed it because it 
was a pretty long run. 

Mr. Cummings. You have heard the testimony with regard to 
these waivers. Do you think that the Coast Guard appropriately 
waived in the past, and do you see any changes with regard to 
waivers in the future? One of the concerns, it seems to me, and I 
heard the testimony of some earlier witnesses about how there 
were certain things that maybe were connected to telephones and 
things of that nature, wires, but it seems to me we would try to 
be in front of all of that so that we lessen the disputes. I am just 
wondering, are there any lessons learned with regard to waivers? 
You know what happens when we hear about waivers, we begin to 
think, well, is somebody trying to get around the provisions of the 
contract. And when you are talking about low smoke cabling, then 
it sends up bright lights and alarms because we are concerned that 
your personnel might be harmed in case of an emergency. So I am 
just wondering, are there any lessons learned with regard to these 
waivers? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. I think there are a lot of lessons 
learned. But let me just speak to one of them because I think it 
is probably the singularly most significant event in the way we con- 
duct the Deepwater program now. When Deepwater was first orga- 
nized it was basically our organic organization; everything was con- 
tained within it. We did our own logistics, this is going back to 
2002/2003, and it became somewhat isolated. It originally started 
with only 75 Government personnel. We are much larger than that 
now. 

We have formally established the role of our technical authority, 
which is Admiral Dale Gable, which is, in essence, a smaller 
version of NAVSEA that we have within the Coast Guard, and we 
have another Admiral Dave Glen who functions in the same role 
for C4ISR. I am not an engineer. Even the engineers will offer dif- 
ferent opinions occasionally, some of which you have heard today. 
The beauty of the current system is I do not try to sort that out. 
I go to the chief engineer of the Coast Guard and say what would 
you like me to do, or I go to the chief C4ISR admiral in the Coast 
Guard and say what would you like me to do. Because, in the end, 
it is their opinion that I am going to value and follow. So I think 
that is the most significant thing. If the chief engineer of the Coast 
Guard said that we should accept a waiver on something, I would 
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certainly discuss it with him to make sure I understood what his 
rationale was, but that is why he was appointed in that position 
for the Commandant, and the same thing on the electrical side. 

Mr. Cummings. Now would you send the cutter one to the Navy 
COMOPTEVFOR, is that how you pronounce it? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir, COMOPTEVFOR. It is Commander, 
Operational Test Forces. 

Mr. Cummings. Will you do that? In other words, are you going 
to send them to that center for the same analysis that was per- 
formed on the 123s? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. In fact, we have established a huge 
staff of eight Coast Guard men and women that are actually as- 
signed the COMOPTEVFOR that work with the larger staff that is 
there so that we can help advise the testers and evaluators with 
COMOPTEVFOR of what the Coast Guard unique requirements 
are, and the Coastees are actually assigned there full-time and sit 
next to our Navy and Marine colleagues. 

Mr. Cummings. Now the Defense Acquisitions University rec- 
ommends that the Coast Guard should convene a summit of the 
Coast Guard, the integrated team, and the Navy to examine all 
opinions about fatigue life on the NSCs. Will you convene that 
summit? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. I actually hired Defense Acquisition 
University to come in and do that analysis because we wanted to 
get the opinion of acquisition professionals on our acquisition pol- 
icy. As you know, they gave us a good number of recommendations 
which we are incorporating. We have already had that summit. We 
have worked with the Carderock division of NAVSEA, and we have 
actually worked out a technical solution now with Northrop Grum- 
man. It is not on contract yet, it should be on contract by the end 
of this month. It is typically referred to in the Coast Guard as the 
“one break solution,” but it assures the fatigue life of the National 
Security Cutter of 30 years, 30-plus years. 

Mr. Cummings. What measures will now be taken to increase the 
role of the Navy in testing the C4ISR security, in assessing the ef- 
fectiveness of the ship designs, and improving the management of 
the Deepwater contract? 

Admiral Blore. Specifically for C4ISR, Mr. Chairman, we are 
trying to build our own Coast Guard organic capability a little bit 
more. It is going to probably take us 18 months before we have our 
own evaluators within the Coast Guard. In the meantime, we are 
completely dependent on NAVSEA for any of the instrumentation 
and testing. We certainly have some expertise in the Coast Guard 
but it is certainly not our intention to go it alone for C4ISR. That 
will be an area in particular that we will be heavily dependent on 
Admiral Sullivan and others. 

Mr. Cummings. The Defense Acquisition University report sug- 
gests that the acquisitions excellence in business competencies are 
not valued in the Coast Guard as much as operational excellence. 
Can you comment on this finding, and what will you do to cultivate 
acquisitions and financial management expertise among your per- 
sonnel? I want to go back to something that the Commander said 
when he talked about, and this has come up in other hearings, the 
capacity to have contracting officers, folks who have expertise in 
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putting together these contracts. I think Admiral Allen has admit- 
ted, along with many others, that part of the problem with this 
contract is that a lot of the provisions are not necessarily in our 
best interest, and some place us in a position where they just call 
out for dispute because there are some ambiguities. Perhaps we 
could have resolved a lot of this, I think Ms. Martindale may have 
mentioned it too, if we had had the experienced contract folks in- 
volved in the process of creating the contract that was more bal- 
anced and certainly in the best interests of the Coast Guard and 
the American people. 

Admiral Blore. I agree with what you just stated, Mr. Chair- 
man. We have a type of contract that probably requires the most 
sophisticated expertise in contracting officers as opposed to a con- 
tract that has a lot more specifications. That is why we are chang- 
ing the terms and conditions as we go into the next award term. 
We really do believe that the contract is the key, which is why we 
want to work on the terms and conditions, and at least enough 
specificity that, while it is still a performance-based contract, there 
is enough specificity so there is no misalignment with what we ex- 
pect from industry. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Admiral 
Blore, in your written testimony you state, “At no time did the 123- 
foot patrol boats engage in mission operations without first success- 
fully completing standardized testing.” Does that mean that at no 
time did these vessels operate without the Authority to Operate 
designation? 

Admiral Blore. Sir, to the best of my knowledge, they have 
never transmitted on a classified frequency or received on a classi- 
fied frequency without the correct authority to operate. These cut- 
ters have commanding officers, they know when they have author- 
ity to operate; they will and have in the past gotten underway and 
not energized any of their secure gear because they did not have 
the authority to operate. I can also say as part of my sworn testi- 
mony that I have never been made aware of any compromise that 
has ever occurred off a 123-foot cutter. We are also, the Coast 
Guard, a member of the intelligence committee, and neither has 
my chief of intelligence of the Coast Guard ever notified me that 
there has been a detected compromise from a 123-foot cutter. 

Mr. LaTourette. And to both admirals. The Chairman talked 
about waivers and we have spent a good portion of the hearing 
talking about Tempest and Tempest testing and waivers. Is it un- 
usual for waivers to be granted in the Tempest testing program ei- 
ther in the Coast Guard or in the Navy? 

Admiral Sullivan. It is not unheard of but it is not common. 

Mr. LaTourette. Admiral Blore? 

Admiral Blore. I really do not think I know the answer to your 
question. I am sorry. It certainly appears to have happened in the 
123. I would be happy to submit something for the record and go 
through the rest of our cutters and see whether they have any 
waivers. 

Mr. LaTourette. If you could. 

[Information follows:] 
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1 8 April hearing titled "Coast Guard's Deepwater Program" 

House Subcommittee on Coast Guard & Maritime Transportation 

Insert on Page 302, Following line 7034 

The following waivers have been granted: 

USCGC SENECA (270’ WMEC) - a waiver was granted for a Protective Distribution 
System (PDS) to be constructed from armored fiber vice metallic or PVC conduit in the 
void (empty space) from the secure space to work stations. (April 2004) 

1 23 ’ WPB cutter class - a waiver was granted for the location of the RT- 1 794 radio 
transmitter/receiver being within three meters of classified servers. (July 2005) 

123’ WPB cutter class - a waiver was granted for the three meter separation requirement 
between the classified and unclassified cables entering a switch. The switch itself 
provides adequate isolation and is approved for multi-level signal switching. (July 2005) 

1 23’ WPB cutter class - a waiver was granted for the three meter separation requirement 
between cryptographic equipment and the RT-9000 radio transmitter/receiver. There is a 
bulkhead between them, the radio is enclosed in a metallic enclosure, and the equipment 
rack has metal side panels. (July 2005) 

USCGC SEQUOIA (225’ WEB) - a waiver was granted for hand held radios to be put in 
chargers inside of a secure space. The normal separation requirement is 10 feet, however 
as long as the unit has a written procedure that requires the radio to be turned off when 
placed in the charger, it is acceptable. (February 2007) 

1 10’ WPB cutter class - a waiver was granted for classified processors to be in an 
adjacent rack to a radio transmitter without a metal barrier between the racks. The 
processors and radio are both in their own metallic enclosures. This item has been 
waived only until ships go through a yard maintenance availability. (May 2007) 
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Mr. LaTourette. As a follow up question, and if you cannot an- 
swer this today maybe you can get back to me too, but Admiral 
Sullivan, if you know, can these waivers ever be granted if there 
is a risk that national security will be endangered? 

Admiral Sullivan. I think I would rather take that for the 
record so I could pass it to the proper people. I am more the ship 
engineering guy than the C4ISR. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay. And Admiral Blore, maybe you could get 
back to us on that one as well. 

Admiral Blore, yesterday in the Commandant’s statement he 
made about three insightful and succinct points that led us to that 
point. He stated that the Coast Guard relied too much on the con- 
tractors to do the work of Government. As a result, the tightening 
AC&I budgets, a dearth of contracting personnel in the Federal 
Government, and a loss of focus on critical Government roles and 
responsibilities in management and oversight of the program. I 
think the principles that he laid out clearly address the third item. 

But relative to the contracting officers, I think it would be my 
observation that contracting officers, like Ms. Martindale, do not 
fall from the sky. And one of my questions was does the service 
have the ability to do that today, and I think you said no, and I 
think you said something about 18 months. Maybe I am mixing 
your answers. Can you just share with us how many of these ex- 
perts the Coast Guard thinks it needs to hire to adequately do the 
job, and how the service plans to identify and hire these folks? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. I believe currently we have sufficient 
contracting officer positions, the 22 that I alluded to before. I think 
right now we have 17 filled, so I would like to bring that up to com- 
plement. There are a couple things that the Office of Personnel 
Management is allowing us to do now. We can do what is called 
direct hires. So if I find somebody that is fully qualified, I can basi- 
cally offer him a job on the spot if they are qualified to be a Gov- 
ernment contracting officer. 

So that has helped. We have also had a shift in processes where 
we are using our contracting officers in the field more than we did 
originally with the Deepwater program. For example, I have a con- 
tracting officer in Elizabeth City at the aircraft repair and supply 
center, and I am doing a lot of the spare parts purchases for the 
CASA and also through Eurocopter for the H-65 helicopter through 
the facility at ARNSC. We are starting to set up the same thing. 
I have a contracting officer that is about to be warranted in 
Pascagoula so that much of the contracting work can be done on 
site, which I think frankly is the Navy model where contracting of- 
ficers are typically on site where the construction is taking place. 

Mr. LaTourette. Okay. My last question, Mr. Chairman. The 
first panel, I know Admiral Blore you were in the room for the first 
panel, I think I have tried to boil down the essence of the allega- 
tion that was made. The allegation that was made by some folks 
in the first panel is that Lockheed Martin underbid the 110 conver- 
sion contract without the expertise to properly complete it. Then 
when discovering that they were over their head, they made busi- 
ness decisions based on cost and schedule on, among other things, 
low smoke cables and shielded cables for the Tempest system that 
compromised national security and endangered Coast Guard per- 



127 


sonnel. Do you think that is an accurate representation of what 
happened with this conversion program? 

Admiral Blore. I do not believe I have the necessary information 
to make a judgement, sir. The one thing I would say, and I think 
this would support what Ms. Martindale said, is a properly run ac- 
quisition would run enough Government cost estimates and other 
surveys, including using our Government audit agency, to ensure 
that a contractor is not bidding a price that on its appearance could 
not possibly do the work that the Government is asking for. That 
is the way the Government protects against what someone earlier 
referred to as an aggressive bid. If it is that aggressive, then the 
good Government cost estimate should show that it is too aggres- 
sive and work should not be awarded. I do not know enough about 
the details to really answer the question you asked, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. Specifically on the waivers and the low smoke 
cabling that Commander Jacoby talked about, are you in agree- 
ment or in a position to be in agreement with the decision he made 
relative to the placement of those cables on the ship? 

Admiral Blore. I think I would, based on everything I know, I 
think I would agree that the waivers were appropriate for the non- 
low smoke cables that were used. One of the things that the In- 
spector General pointed out, which was very true, is that often the 
waivers and deviations were given after the fact; in other words, 
they were following installation. That is another bad acquisition 
practice. If you are going to do something like that, it ought to be 
done before anything is installed. But I think the actual location, 
and I think even the Inspector General agreed with this, that there 
was no risk to the Coast Guard crew for the non-low smoke cables 
that were installed. But they did find fault with the process and 
why the deviations were given after the fact. 

Mr. LaTourette. And the fact that four ships had been delivered 
out of spec until that waiver was requested and granted. Okay. 
Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. We are going to do business differently now, 
right? I am just following up on what Mr. LaTourette just asked 
you. We are not going to be having these waivers after the stuff 
is already done, are we? 

Admiral Blore. Not unless the waiver is in the interest of the 
Government. There is always going to be considerations made that 
perhaps a piece of equipment is in the interest of the Government 
to have installed before the fact, otherwise we will not accept it. 

Mr. Cummings. Before we get to Mr. Oberstar, I think one of the 
things that we are most concerned about, when you talk about this 
low smoke cable and things that would go to the very survival, I 
am talking about life and death of the very people that you com- 
mand, I think that we have to have a certain hope, a standard 
where if we are going to err with regard to waivers, we err on the 
side of life and safety. And sometimes I just wonder, I have read 
what has been written in the IG report or what has been rep- 
resented to us, and I just wonder whether we have done that con- 
sistently with those waivers. I think when we are dealing with 
things like that, you know what, if we are granting these waivers 
and then something happens and we in the Congress knew about 
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it and did not try to address it, then I think we become a part of 
the problem. 

Mr. Oberstar. 

Mr. Oberstar. Well said, Mr. Chairman. And Mr. LaTourette, I 
also appreciate your line of questioning and the issues you raise. 
They are extremely important. 

Admiral Blore, at the outset of your testimony, and Admiral Al- 
len’s remarks in a news conference yesterday, “avoid recurrence.” 
Good. We want to avoid recurrence. But let us avoid living in the 
past. Let us not review the past. Philosopher George Santayana 
wrote “Those who do not study the past are condemned to relive 
it.” Thirty years ago, the Coast Guard in 1978 completed construc- 
tion of two polar icebreakers. It was my first or second term in 
Congress. The Polar Sea and the Polar Wind. The Polar Sea went 
on mission to break ice in the North Pole. In February of 1981 it 
got stuck and stayed there for two months. We are about learning 
lessons from the past and making sure they are not repeated in the 
future. I do not want to be lectured in this Committee and all our 
members be lectured about learning from the past. 

Were you aware that Admiral Kraymek [phonetically] after he 
retired went to head the ABS, American Bureau of Shipping? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oberstar. And that during his tenure, he is now retired 
from there, he offered to Bollinger to do structural engineering 
analysis and to do it free. Are you aware of that? And was refused. 

Admiral Blore. I am not aware of the details, sir. I have cer- 
tainly heard that but not from a necessarily credible source. But 
certainly I have heard the story that it was offered. 

Mr. Oberstar. In one case the Coast Guard said, gee, we do not 
want to take the Navy’s offer of doing this design analysis because 
it is going to cost us $42,000. On the other hand, the shipyard gets 
an offer of free review and analysis and they will not take it either. 
There is something wrong with this. 

Admiral Allen announced yesterday the Coast Guard is going to 
take the lead role of systems integrator for Deepwater. I am not 
convinced you are ready to do that. Tell me how you think you are 
going to be able to do that in light of the testimony we have heard 
today. 

Admiral Blore. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Before I answer that, let me 
say it was never the intent on the part of the Coast Guard, and 
certainly I speak for the Commandant, to sound like we were lec- 
turing anyone on learning from the past. There is perhaps a little 
bit of a semantic difference. We do believe in learning from the 
past. We do believe in applying those lessons to the future. I think 
we meant it more in the context of not to fight the last war. We 
need to learn from the past and apply it to the future acquisition, 
because we know, and as you know, we have a responsibility to re- 
capitalize the Coast Guard so we can keep doing our missions. That 
is what we meant. I am not suggesting for a moment we should 
not learn lessons from what occurred 

Mr. Oberstar. I appreciate that, but we want to know that the 
Coast Guard is learning those lessons and that they are ready to 
in various ways shoulder the responsibility of handling multibillion 
dollar contracts that are going to carry the Coast Guard’s capital 
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equipment program into the future with a high degree of certainty 
that it can succeed. I have been through this years ago with the 
FAA. 

They were unable, as it turned out, and it was again the Navy 
who came in and did an assessment. Admiral Sullivan, of FAA’s 
procurement program in the STARS acquisition an the Advanced 
Automation Replacement System, and said they just do not have 
the personnel, they do not have the systems, they do not have the 
structure, they do not have any understanding of how to handle 
these multibillion dollar contracts. 

And it seems to me the Coast Guard was in the same mess. You 
got in way over your head and you allowed these contractors to cer- 
tify themselves. And we want to know when we go forward, we 
want to do this Coast Guard authorization bill and do it right, put 
the money out there that is needed, give you the resources you 
need to move ahead, we want to know you are going to be able to 
do the job right. 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. I appreciate that and I appreciate your 
support for the resources. I believe we can do it right. That is why 
we have increased our staffing, that is why we have changed our 
processes on how we address things, and that is why we have a 
much closer working relationship with the United States Navy, be- 
cause we know what we can do and we know what we cannot do 
and that is where we will depend on other Government agencies, 
primarily the Navy. 

Mr. Oberstar. To whom does the Navy turn when it needs ad- 
vice on hull, machinery, and electronics? Or are you really, as ev- 
eryone says, the gold standard? 

Admiral Sullivan. Sir, I do not know if we are the gold stand- 
ard, but we have worked very hard to keep the expertise for hull, 
mechanical, electrical, and electronics in-house because we believe 
that only the service can be in charge of knowing what it wants 
and specifying what it needs and in directing the contractors to de- 
liver the performance that we need. Now that is a very precious 
core capability, we feel it is inherently governmental, and it takes 
years to grow. 

Mr. Oberstar. In the upcoming authorization bill, it seems to me 
this would be an appropriate time to craft, as we have done for the 
Corps of Engineers in a bill that is coming up on the House floor 
tomorrow, a process of independent review. Admiral Blore, what 
would be the Coast Guard’s reaction to, in general, an independent 
review authority for major contracts? 

Admiral Blore. Well I think generally our reaction would be if 
it is the desire of the Congress that we would execute it. I do not 
know that we need congressional authority to do that. I think much 
of the independent reviews, such as hiring Defense Acquisition 
University and using third parties, we have ample authority to do 
ourselves. 

Mr. Oberstar. There is no question you have ample authority to 
do it. You have showed you have not used that authority and 
maybe what you need is direction from the Congress. 

Admiral Blore. Mr. Chairman, respectfully, I think that I would 
agree with your statement for 2002 through about 2004-2005. I 
think that the Commandant has changed the way we do our proc- 
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esses. Having said that, our number one priority as far as any leg- 
islative language is just that the Coast Guard be allowed the op- 
portunity to continue our recapitalization program. Anything else 
that the Congress desires us to do, if it is passed in the legislation, 
obviously we would do it, but we would hope that we would be al- 
lowed to continue to recapitalize the Coast Guard so we can exe- 
cute our missions. And anything else, if the Congress would like to 
suggest it, we would be happy to execute it. 

Mr. Oberstar. We do not want to slow down that process at all. 
We do not want to stop it in its tracks. But the same with the 
Corps of Engineers who act only on direction of the Congress, and 
yet we have felt for some time that there was a need for inde- 
pendent review. The Corps of Engineers came to an agreement 
with us on that and we have language that tomorrow will be on 
the House floor that will provide for that independent review. We 
will explore this further as we move into the authorization process 
and draw on the great resources we have in the members on this 
Committee on both sides of the aisle. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you very much. Admiral. We are about to set a record 
for endurance in this Committee. In another 15 minutes we will 
have done that. I thank you for your endurance. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Gilchrest. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Admiral, how did 
these cutters get to Curtis Bay? These eight cutters, how did they 
get up there? 

Admiral Blore. I believe we towed the cutters. They may have 
gotten underway because they were capable of it to meet whatever 
cutter was towing them. It was our choice to tow them because we 
had put operational restrictions on them to keep the crew safe and 
not at risk and we felt it progressed to the point that we did not 
want the cutters functioning independently. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So I understand they are going to be scraped. 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Where are they going to be scraped? 

Admiral Blore. I do not think that has been determined yet, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So they are in such a condition that none of 
them could be salvaged or fixed? 

Admiral Blore. Again, I am speaking on what I have been told 
because I am not an engineer. Admiral Gable, our chief engineer, 
did do a fairly exhaustive study on the cutters. There was about 
six recommendations presented to the Commandant. I think right 
now there are three competing theories on what the root cause is. 

One is a naval architectural effect called channeling. Another is 
that the stern section, because of the way the lines are, was overly 
buoyant. The third is that the metal itself was so fatigued it did 
not have enough structural strength from the original 110s. It is 
Admiral Gable’s opinion that he has a very low confidence that 
any 

Mr. Gilchrest. At any rate, it is likely that the best thing to do 
rather than go through any more expense is to just scrap all eight? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. Because it is going to involve millions 
of dollars. A single cutter, probably 18 to 24 months to develop 
whether your solution actually works. And I think the Com- 
mandant would like to focus elsewhere, sir. 
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Mr. Gilchrest. Just a couple of other questions. This would be 
to Admiral Sullivan. Do you feel that the Coast Guard adequately 
addressed the concerns that apparently the Navy shared with its 
engineers about the hull integrity of these 123s? 

Admiral Sullivan. I can tell you, we said to the Coast Guard we 
were worried about the plate thickness in the section modulus of 
the hull, and we offered to help beyond that. I would be remiss to 
try to explain 

Mr. Gilchrest. Was this consultation in the early stages of the 
consideration of the design of these vessels? 

Admiral Sullivan. I think the consideration stared with very 
casual conversations in 2002 and nothing came of those, and then 
there were more serious conversations in 2005 when we actually 
produced a cost estimate for what we would do. And then that was 
about it, sir. 

Mr. Gilchrest. So, Admiral Blore, do you think that the prob- 
lems that we have seen here today about adequate communication, 
consultation, recommendation between you and the Navy regarding 
this kind of issue has been adequately resolved? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir, especially as far as relationships be- 
tween us and the Navy, and in this particular case, using CCD or 
the Carderock division for expert counsel. 

Mr. Gilchrest. This ranges from hull design to logistics to 
C4ISR, the whole ball of wax. Do you feel the integration here is 
pretty well complete on these issues? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. And I would say really at all levels be- 
tween C&O and the Commandant, between me and my colleague 
and certainly PEG ships, and same thing on the logistics and the 
naval engineering side and C4ISR side. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Let me ask, the capabilities that the Navy has 
for in-house engineering, is that also part of your conversation that 
those capabilities, that in-house engineering capability, can any of 
that be available to the Coast Guard? 

Admiral Sullivan. Yes, sir. We stand ready to help. We are 
heavily loaded today. We have our own issues with cost reduction 
and staffing reduction at headquarters. But compared to the capa- 
bility that the Coast Guard lacks, we are robust, and subject to 
workload, we would definitely be ready to work. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Is that something that you would solicit. Admi- 
ral Blore, from the Navy? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. You are expressing it, respectfully, as 
if there is some hesitation on our part. There is no hesitation for 
us to work with the United States Navy. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Have the Coast Guard and Navy discussed the 
possibility of enhancing the commonality of the Navy and Coast 
Guard vessel designs and component systems? 

Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. I could just give you two quick exam- 
ples. Certainly for much of the navy-type, navy-owned equipment 
on the National Security Cutter, we are using the recommenda- 
tions of the Navy. Our preference is to stay standard with them if 
we can, because they bring 

Mr. Gilchrest. You say your preference is to stay standard. 
Would it not be better if it were standard, and can it be made 
standard? 
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Admiral Blore. Yes, sir. But, for example, they would put many 
more weapons systems on a patrol boat than we would. So there 
are some cases where we will not be standard because we just will 
not have as powerful a weapons suite as they would. In the case 
of the Offshore Patrol Cutter, which is still a couple of years away, 
we are currently working with NAVSEA to actually do a study to- 
gether on how the LCS, and original design offshore cutter, or even 
our National Security Cutter might be used to kind of form the 
basis of a design. We are very interested in seeing how the Latorial 
combat ship develops and whether it would be possible to have po- 
tentially, for example, a Coast Guard version of that. So we are 
very interested in being aligned and have commonality when we 
can. 

Admiral Sullivan. Let me give a couple more examples, sir. The 
gun on the National Security Cutter is the same as the gun on the 
LCS, and that gun is also going to be used on a DDG-1000. We are 
sharing all of our information across the services to work to make 
sure we are as common as we possibly can be in the installation 
of that gun. Additionally, I mentioned Naval Vessel Rules before 
where we were developing them in conjunction with ABS. The 
Coast Guard signed on I guess about two years ago and there is 
a Coast Guard annex to the Naval Vessel Rules. 

So we are sharing all the lessons learned and all of the rule de- 
velopment. My chief engineer, Kevin McCoy, and Admiral Gable, 
his counterpart in the Coast Guard, have co-signed an agreement 
that they will work together, and Admiral Gable is now attending 
all the meetings of the Naval Vessel Rules Committee. So there is 
an awful lot going on there now. 

Mr. Gilchrest. Thank you very much, gentlemen. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. Mr. Kagan. 

Mr. Kagan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will make no reference 
to icebreakers because by the time we get out of here all the polar 
ice caps are going to be melted. 

Admiral Blore, I just want to get your opinion on record here 
about Mr. Ronald Porter. Is Ron Porter a CTTA? 

Admiral Blore. Again, as was mentioned before, I do not think 
I have actually met him or asked to see his credentials. I would go 
to the assistant commandant for command control and information 
to get certification on Tempest and I believe they used Mr. Porter. 

Mr. Kagan. Okay. Then I will ask you a hypothetical question. 
Assuming that he is not CTTA, then would it be true that those 
ships that have been firing up their communications equipment 
have been doing so in violation of our rules and laws? 

Admiral Blore. I would assume you need to have the proper cer- 
tification and authority to grant the Authority to Operate, yes, sir. 

Mr. Kagan. Okay. Thank you, gentlemen, for your service to the 
country. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. I want to thank you all 
for your testimony. I want to thank the Members of Congress for 
sticking around this long. I know they have fifty million things to 
do. 

This does conclude our hearing. But please understand that Mr. 
Oberstar and many of us have expressed our concerns with regard 
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to where the Coast Guard is going. We want to make it very, very 
clear, and I said it from the very beginning when I was appointed 
the Subcommittee Chairman, I am going to be a number one fan 
of the Coast Guard. But in being a number one fan, that also 
means that we want the Coast Guard to be the very, very, very 
best it can be so that it can do all the things that it is mandated 
to do and do them effectively and efficiently. 

So this has in no way been an effort to try to make anybody look 
bad. We just need to look to see what has happened in the past, 
as Mr. Oberstar said, so that we can chart a most effective and effi- 
cient course for the future. I think this hearing has gone a long 
way towards doing that. We certainly will look very carefully at 
what has transpired here and act accordingly. I am sure that there 
will be some follow up questions. We thank you all very much. 

This hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 11:30 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF REP. STEVE COHEN 
House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 
“Compliance with Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract” 
April 18,2007 



I am pleased to be here today to receive testimony from representatives of 
Lockheed Martin and others regarding the $24 billion Deepwater acquistions program. 

A number of different reports have been issued by a variety of sources detailing 
problems w/ the Deepwater contract, including a report from the Department of 
Homeland Security’s Inspector General’s (IG) Office. 

Deepwater is a program of procurements projected to cost $24 billion and 
currently expected to take 25 years to complete. The procurements encompass the 
rehabilitation or new construction of 91 cutters, 124 small surface craft, and 244 new or 
converted aircraft, including both helicopters and fixed-wing airplanes. 

The report by the IG entitled “Improvements Needed in the U.S. Coast Guard’s 
Acquisition and Implementation of Deepwater Information Technology Systems” 
examined tests performed on the program’s C4ISR hardware and software control system 
to assess its functionality. The IG found that the simulator system being used to test the 
functionality of the C4ISR was not itself certified or accredited. The report also found 
that the Coast Guard did not properly oversee the National Security Cutter contract. 

It is my hope that we can take from this hearing solutions to address the many 
concerns with the contract to improve the Coast Guard. 
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Statement by Congressman Jerry F. Costello 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
Hearing on Compliance with Requirements of the Coast Guard’s 
Deepwater Contract 
April 18, 2007 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be here today as we 
examine compliance with requirements of the Coast Guard’s 
Deepwater Contract. I would like to welcome today’s witnesses. 


The Deepwater program, a $24 billion program which includes 
contracts to design and build 91 cutters, more than 100 small 
surface ships and 244 new or converted helicopters and airplanes, 
has been plagued from the start. I am pleased that the Coast Guard 
Commandant Adm. Thad Allen yesterday acknowledged that it has 
relied too heavily on contractors to do proper oversight and 
responsibilities that should have been handled by the Coast Guard. 

I know the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee has been 
pushing for the Coast Guard to take over management of the 
contract and with the statements yesterday, it seems we are moving 


in the right direction. 
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The DHS IG and other documents have made reference that the 
Coast Guard was well aware of the design flaws from the 
beginning but made no attempts to rectify the situation. Further, 
there is also documentation of contractor cover-ups and that 
installation flaws were accepted by the Coast Guard and that 
unsafe ships were “self-certified” by the Coast Guard. I am 
interested in hearing from our witnesses about the 123 foot patrol 
boat conversions and the structural problems that have plagued 
these cutters as well as any further information on contractor 
cover-ups and to what extent the Coast Guard had knowledge of 
these problems. 

Given our current budget situation and the significance of this 
program to the coast Guard, allowing the Deepwater program 
contract to be so mismanaged and mishandled from the beginning 
is unthinkable. 

I look forward to today’s hearing as we discuss this important 
topic. 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOHN L. MICA 
RANKING REPUBLICAN MEMBER 
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

OVERSIGHT HEARING ON COMPLIANCE WITH 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE COAST GUARD’S 
DEEPWATER CONTRACT 

APRIL 18, 2007 


• Today the Committee is continuing its oversight of the 
Coast Guard’s Deepwater program. Unfortunately, 
we are largely going over material that has already 
been examined by the Department of Homeland 
Security Inspector General. 


• I want to applaud Coast Guard Subcommittee Chair 
Cummings for starting his Deepwater oversight with a 
hearing in January, and following up with testimony 
from the DHS IG, and the General Accountability 
Office in March. 


• At the January hearing Chairman Cummings and the 
Commandant agreed that there would be hearing a 
hearing 120 days later in which the Coast Guard 
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would report on changes in program, and progress 
that had been made. That was an excellent plan, and 
coordination at the subcommittee level has been 
excellent. 

• However, I deeply regret that instead of following 
Chairman Cummings’ plan we having a media driven 
1 8 witness hearing - the 6“^ held this year - number 7 
is next week in the Senate -- to review issues on 
which everyone agree that mistakes were made. 

• No one is more deeply troubled that I am about the 
disastrous failure of the 110‘to-123 conversion. 

These vessels were scheduled to be operated out of 
Sector Key West, and the loss of these assets are 
putting a strain on the Coast Guard’s capabilities to 
safeguard and secure maritime activities in my home 
State of Florida. 

• One of my questions for the later witnesses is how 
they intend to stem the flow of illegal migrants, and 
drugs, respond to emergencies and protect Florida’s 
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environment having lost the use of these crucial patrol 
boats. 

However, this hearing merely rehashes issues that 
the IG has looked at testified about'at the March 
Coast Guard Subcommittee budget hearing. The 
minority was not included in the selection or 
interviewing of these witnesses, and given the 
traditional bipartisan nature of work on Coast Guard 
and maritime transportation issues that is troubling. 

I also understand that one of today’s witnesses is 
being paid by the Committee as a consultant - Mr. 
Chairman is that correct? 


Again the minority was not consulted about hiring this 
witness, and having looked at his personal mission 
statement that posted on the internet I have grave 
concerns about him. --- [Read from attachment.] 
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• The Deepwater program is critically important, and 
the Coast Guard needs to acquire these new and 
enhanced vessels and aircraft as quickly as possible 
and at the lowest cost to the American taxpayer. 

• in January, Admiral Allen appeared before this 
Committee and committed himself and the Coast 
Guard to improving the service’s oversight over 
decisions that are made by the contractors and 
subcontractors - and as requested by Chairman 
Cummings to coming back the this Committee with a 
report on his progress in 120 days. 

• The Committee should have stuck with that plan. 

• Nonetheless, 16 witnesses from now, I look forward to 
Admiral Blore’s update from the Coast Guard on the 
service’s actions to improve its Deepwater acquisition 
performance. I want to continue to work with the 
Coast Guard to make sure that this crucial program is 
successful. 
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Statement of Rep. Harry Mitchell 
House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 
“Compliance with Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract” 
4 / 18/07 


—Thank you Mr. Chairman. 


—The 25 year, $24 billion Deepwater acquisition 
program procures ships, aircraft and other 
essential assets for our Coast Guard. 

—It is vital to our nation’s security, and we have 
an obligation to ensure that it is done properly. 

—But unfortunately, it appears that’s not the 
case. 

—The Coast Guard recently accepted eight 
unusable vessels, which have all been taken out of 
service. 

—While this is obviously embarrassing, and 
clearly unacceptable, it is not, by itself, the reason 
we are here today. 
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—We are here to investigate the extent to which 
these kind of serious flaws may have been known 
early in the Deepwater program, both by the 
Coast Guard, and by its contractor Integrated 
Coast Guard Systems, a company comprised of 
Lockheed Martin Corporation and Northrop 
Grumman Corporation. 

—If warnings went unheeded, we need to know. 

—If there was a cover-up, we need to know. 

—We have an obligation to correct what has gone 
wrong, and ensure that mistakes like these never 
happen again. 

—I want to thank the committee for its hard work 
preparing for this hearing, as well as today’s 
witnesses for taking the time to give this 
committee some very important testimony. 

—I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Statement of 

THE Honorable James l, Oberstar 

Hearing On “Investigating Compliance with the Requirements of the 
Deepwater Contract" 

April 18, 2007 

When I assumed the Chaiimanship of the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee last January, I announced that I would place a very strong emphasis upon 
oversight and investigations of the programs within this committee’s jurisdiction. I 
have always been committed to a strong oversight function, and I was Chairman of 
the Investigations and Oversight Subcommittee on our predecessor Committee, the 
House Committee on Public Works and Transportation in the 99* - 100* Congresses. 

When I was chosen as Chairman of our Committee this year, I increased the 
investigative staff of the committee, and 1 urged aU the subcommittees to step up their 
oversight activities. The record of this committee’s work and the record number of 
hearings and legislation produced by this committee in less than 4 months is 
unprecedented and speaks volumes about that commitment. 

Of all the issues that have come before the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee in the 110* Congress, none is more disturbing than the failures of the 
Coast Guard’s Deepwater acquisition program. Our Oversight and Investigations 
staff has been conducting an in-depth investigation over the last 3 months of the 
program to convert 1 10-foot patrol boats to 123-foot boats and to modernize their 
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electronics suites. What we have uncovered in out investigation is far more disturbing 
than anything previously disclosed by other investigations. 

Of course, some major problems in the program have been widely disclosed. 4 
years after the Coast Guard began Deepwater to replace or upgrade virtually aU of its 
sliips, planes and helicopters, we know that 8 110 foot patrol boats have been found 
un-seaworthy and were essentially rendered useless by a poorly designed hull 
extension to 123’. We know that plans to produce a new class of 147-foot ships have 
been shelved after a new hull design was found to be flawed. We know that serious 
questions have been raised regarding the structural integrity of the new National 
Security Cutter, and whether it can be expected to meet its projected lifetime in 
service. We know that numerous problems have swelled tlie cost of the fleet renewal 
program from $17 billion to mote than $24 billion. We know that the Coast Guard’s 
ability to fulfill its mission has been compromised, and much needed assets will not be 
available. The service has been forced to cut back on patrols and, at times, ignore tips 
from other federal agencies about drug smugglers. The difficulties will only grow 
more acute in the next few years as old boats fail and replacements are not ready. 

However, what we have learned in our investigation is even more disturbing. 

In today’s heating, we will hear charges of serious management failings in contract 
execution and oversight among all the parties involved in Deepwater. We will not 
pass final judgment on these charges until we have heard the response of the 
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contractor and the Coast Guard. Without prejudging out final conclusions, I should 
point out that the testimony we will heat suggests that serious problems were known 
very early in the program and that many warnings were delivered by very courageous 
individuals involved in the program from the earliest days. Many of these warnings 
were consciously rejected or not taken seriously by various levels of management. I 
want to commend those individuals who were courageous enough to put their jobs on 
the line at the rime by trying to do the right thing, and have assisted us in 
understanding what happened. In patticulat. I’d like to thank Michael DeKort, 

Robert Braden and Scott Sampson for doing the right thing. I would also like to 
thank Mr. James Atkinson, who is an expert on classified communications systems for 
donating hundred of hours of his time to assist our Oversight and Investigations staff 
with an analysis of the certification records. 

The Coast Guard seems to be following a “lessons learned” approach to the 
disasters that occurred in the 110/123 conversion program. We hope that today’s 
hearing will also make a major contribution to this process. We saw evidence of that 
yesterday, when Admiral Allen announced significant changes to the Deepwater 
contract. Only time will tell whether these changes are aggressive enough to recover 
from the errors of the past. But, one thing is certain — we will be watching every step 
of the way. 
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STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD 

Mr. James E. Anton, Vice President Deepwater Program 
Northrop Grumman Ship Systems (NGSS) 

1000 Jerry St. Pe' Highway 
Pascagoula, Mississippi 39568 
Tel: 228-935-1526 


Testimony Before 

The House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

WEDNESDAY. APRIL 18. 2007 
2:00 PM 

2167 Rayburn House Office Building 


Good afternoon Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Miea, and distinguished members of the 
Committee. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the Deepwater Program. As 
you know, within the Integrated Coast Guard Systems (ICOS) structure, a joint venture 
established by Northrop Grumman and Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman Ship Systems 
(NGSS) is responsible for hull, mechanical and electrical design construction, installation of 
Command, Control, Communications and Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance (C4ISR) equipment provided by Lockheed Martin, and overall support of 
the surface assets, such as the 110 foot to 123 foot converted Island Class Patrol Boats. 
References in this statement to ICGS or separately to Northrop Grumman or NGSS should be 
construed to mean the role of Northrop Grumman Ship Systems as part of ICGS. 

Northrop Grumman has nearly 70 years of experience designing, constructing and maintaining 
ships of all types. In that time, NGSS's Gulf Coast operations has produced a total of 534 ships - 
351 ships at Ingalls and 1 83 at Avondale -- and has built 24 percent of the Navy's current fleet of 
276 vessels. In Just the last 30 years, we have completed 15 new designs representing a diverse 
group of military and commercial seagoing ships: LSD 49; CG47, DDG993, LHDI, LHD8, 
LSD41, LMSR, USCGC Healy (Polar Icebreaker), 2 Classes of T-AO (Kaiser & Cimarron), 
Polar. NSC, LPDI7, Saar5, and DDGIOOO. 

On behalf of Northrop Grumman and all of the men and women working in support of this 
program, I would like to thank this Committee for your strong support of the Coast Guard, and of 
the Deepwater Program. We look forward to working closely with you and the Coast Guard to 
ensure the success of this important modernization. The following statement contains 
information that I, on behalf of Northrop Grumman, am submitting based on my current 
knowledge, information and belief. 

Patrol Boats The Coast Guard's current 110 foot patrol boats were built in the 1980s and early 
1990s by Bollinger Shipyards, Inc. These boats have seen extensive duty in support of the Coast 
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Guard mission to save lives, interdict aliens and seize drugs. ICGS and its teammate. Halter 
Bollinger Joint Venture (HBJV), proposed to convert the 110 foot boats to 123 foot boats as an 
interim measure to improve the capability of this vessel until its FRC replacement entered 
operation in 2018. 

ICGS proposed the conversion concept as a means to provide the Coast Guard with the capability 
to continue to meet its mission objectives while remaining within the confines of program 
funding requirements. Deepwater competitors were required to propose a "system of systems" 
solution that did not exceed the funding limitation of $500 million per year. With new assets 
such as the National Security Cutter (NSC), Maritime Patrol Aircraft (MPA) and the Vertical 
Unmanned Air Vehicle (VUAV) being developed early in the program, it was not possible to 
design, develop and construct new patrol boats at program inception while keeping within annual 
funding limitations. 

Bollinger had designed and built the original 110 foot boats and was very familiar with their 
construction. Bollinger was awarded a contract for 16 110’ Island class boats in August 1984 and 
another contract for 33 more boats in 1986. The design of the 110’ Island class was 
approximately 20 years old and was based on an existing patrol boat developed by a British firm, 
Vosper Thomycroft (UK) Ltd. The 110’ Island Class boats were commissioned between 
November 1985 and 1992. Notably, after the first boats came into service, it was discovered that 
the 1 1 Os suffered from hull problems when operated in heavy seas. As a correctional measure, 
heavier bow plating was added to hulls 17 through 49 during construction and additional 
stiffeners were retrofitted to earlier hulls. 

Under the proposed Deepwater conversion plan, HBJV added a 13 foot extension to the 110’, 
which was similar to the 9 foot extension they had successfully added to the Cyclone patrol boats 
starting in 2000. This extension accommodated a stern ramp for the launch and recovery of a 
small boat, used primarily to support boarding and rescue operations. In addition, the conversion 
installed an improved pilot house, enhanced C4ISR capabilities, and extensively improved 
habitability and maintenance. During the conversion process HBJV identified and renewed hull 
plating in areas where an ultrasonic thickness inspection indicated that the existing plating was 
deteriorated. 

At the time the proposal was submitted, some general knowledge about the condition of the 1 10s 
was available, and ICGS believed that replacement of the hull plating would adequately address 
and offset their deteriorated condition. This is consistent with the findings of the Coast Guard’s 
110’ WPB Service Life Extension Board, published in March 2002, which recommended a 
program of systematic hull repairs, predominantly in documented problem areas, to address the 
hull deterioration problems that were impacting the operational availability of the 110s. 

As is typical of ship construction projects, periodic reviews of the 123’ conversion design were 
held. Prior to each review, the contractors submitted numerous design documents, including 
engineering data, calculations and model test results, to the Coast Guard for its review and 
comment. Coast Guard comments were received in conjunction with each of the three primary 
design reviews, all of which included Coast Guard, NGSS, ICGS and HBJV representatives. 

The first such review was the Preliminary Design Review (PDR), The Preliminary Design 
Review was not a contract requirement, but was conducted by ICGS as part of the 110’ to 123’ 
design process, As part of the PDR process, approximately 43 contract-required data items 
(CDRLs), including 23 drawings and 14 analyses were delivered to the Coast Guard for 
consideration and review. During PDR, the Coast Guard was provided with an overview of 
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procurement, model testing procedures and schedule, as well as the planned hull/structure 
inspection process, which included blasting the hull to the main deck, ultrasonic and visual 
inspection, as well as bulkhead Ultra Sonic Testing allowance. The Coast Guard represented 23 
of the 46 attendees at PDR. 

The next phase was the Critical Design Review (CDR). In connection with CDR, the Coast 
Guard reviewed 47 design deliverables. In addition to 123’ conversion design information and 
drawings, CDR presentations included design tests such as model basin testing for bare hull 
resistance, propeller and open water cavitation, self propulsion, planar motion maneuvering and 
course keeping, numerical simulations of turning circle and course keeping, and sea keeping. The 
Coast Guard represented 34 of the 75 in attendance at CDR. 

CDR was followed by a Production Readiness Review (PRR). During the PRR, the production 
process, procedures and state of the design to convert the 110’ vessel into a 123’ were presented. 
Following the PRR, ICGS received notification from the Coast Guard that “ICGS had presented a 
comprehensive assessment of the state of the design development and readiness for production.” 
The Coast Guard did not identify any risks associated with hull deformation or buckling. Four 
days later the USCG delivered Matagorda to Bollinger at Lockport, Louisiana for conversion. 

In addition to these various reviews with the Coast Guard, during the conversion of the first 
vessel, the Matagorda, the American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) examined the design of the hull 
extension and new deckhouse and monitored key elements of the work being performed. The 
Coast Guard had a Program Management Resident Office on site at Bollinger to oversee the 123’ 
conversions. At the completion of each conversion and as part of the acceptance process, the 
Coast Guard established an INSURV board to examine the performance of the converted cutter 
and make a formal recommendation of acceptance. At the conclusion of the Matagorda work, 
ABS issued a letter of approval for the conversion work and expressed no reservations with the 
feasibility of the conversion. Based on all of these reviews and actions, the Coast Guard accepted 
delivery of the Matagorda. This same process was applied to each of the other seven patrol boats 
delivered to and accepted by the Coast Guard. 

The Performance Specification requirement calls for the 123’ to be capable of unrestricted 
operation up through sea state 3, or seas averaging approximately four feet or less. Coast Guard 
operation restrictions are imposed beginning at sea state four, or seas less than eight feet, where 
the boats are to be able to sustain limited operations, altering course or reducing speed as required 
to maintain a ride which does not damage the boat or its machinery or overly fatigue the crew. 
The Performance Specification requires the 123’ to be able to survive sea state 5, or seas 
averaging between eight and 13 feet, maneuvering as necessary to minimize damage or injury to 
the crew, and then be capable of returning to port under its own power once the seas have 
subsided. 

In September of 2004, after all 8 hulls had entered the conversion program and the first 4 hulls 
had been delivered, the Matagorda was forced to conduct a high speed transit to avoid Hurricane 
Ivan. This operational necessity forced the Coast Guard to transit in a sea state and speed where 
the cutter was operating near or above the design limits of the 123’ conversion. Upon arrival at 
their destination, the crew discovered buckling of the side shell and main deck on the starboard 
side near midship. An engineering tiger team was formed consisting of Coast Guard and NGSS 
personnel. This team was dispatched to investigate the problem where it was discovered that the 
Matagorda had an inherent workmanship issue in the baseline 110’ that existed prior to the 
conversion and contributed to the hull buckling. Specifically, a hidden, unwelded aluminum deck 
stringer was discovered immediately beneath the area where the failure occurred. Other boats 
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were examined, and this unwelded stringer was also found on one additional hull undergoing 
conversion. When modeled using finite element analysis, the stresses in the panels which failed 
on Matagorda were significantly higher than the stresses shown when the model was run with this 
stringer intact. Based on this finding, the team believed this to be the primary cause of the 
buckling on Matagorda, and repairs were made accordingly. 

In addition, a reconstruction of the engineering analysis of the 123’ structure was conducted. 
Based on this, it was also discovered that an early calculation overstated the strength margin for 
the boat. A revised calculation using a common, agreed to set of assumptions by a Coast Guard, 
Northrop Grumman and Bollinger engineering team showed the 123’ would still meet the 
required operations defined in the Performance Specification. 

In an effort to further improve the structural integrity on the 123 s, three stiffener bands were 
installed; one at the upper edge of the side shell, one below this one and another on the edge of 
the main deck to increase the overall structural strength. While the finite element analysis and 
conventional calculations both agreed that the original hull, with the stringer under the deck 
intaci, should be sufficient throughout the operating range of the 123’, these additional stiffeners 
were considered to provide an added margin of strength. 

By March, 2005, 6 of the 123s had received the structural upgrade and had been delivered. 
Certain operational restrictions imposed on these boats by the Coast Guard following repairs to 
the Matagorda had been lifted. Then, during a transit from Key West to Savannah, Georgia, the 
Nunivak experienced hull deformation in an area aft of the new reinforcing straps. This 
deformation occurred in a different area from that of the Matagorda. Further, this was not an area 
which had indicated potential for high stresses under any conditions modeled in the earlier finite 
element analysis. 

An outside engineering finn, Designers and Planners, was engaged by the Coast Guard to 
perform a more detailed finite element analysis of the 123’ hull, which showed that the overall 
hull structure design was adequate under all expected operating conditions up to the worst 
operating condition modeled. The analyses were not able to replicate the defonnation seen on 
Nunivak. A more detailed look at specific regions on the hull showed an area with high piotential 
for localized buckling in a section of the side shell where the original 110’ hull had been 
constructed of exceptionally thin four-pound plate. Despite this finding, no actual failures had 
ever been experienced in this area on 1 10’ or 123’ patrol boats. As a precaution, this thin plate 
was replaced with heavier plating on those cutters undergoing the Post Delivery Maintenance 
Availability, with plans to eventually upgrade all the boats. Lastly, a metallurgical analysis of the 
deck material determined that the particular grade of aluminum used on the 1 1 Os is prone to 
corrosion and cracking in elevated heat and marine conditions. We provided that information as 
input to the testing and analysis that was being conducted by the USCG. 

In July 2005, then Coast Guard Commandant Admiral Collins’ written testimony before Congress 
outlined the twofold reason for stopping the conversion process as follows; "As the first eight 
1 10’ to 123’ conversions were conducted, the Coast Guard found that the 1 10’ WPB hulls were in 
much worse condition than anticipated. This extended the conversion timeline and would have 
increased projected costs for conversions after the first eight (the first eight were negotiated under 
a firm-fixed-priee contract). An operational analysis of the 123’ WPBs also identified high risks 
in meeting mission needs, particularly in the post-9/1 1 environment." Based on the deteriorated 
condition of the 1 10’ hulls and post 9/1 1 requirements, the Coast Guard accelerated FRC design 
and construction by ten years to meet the shortfall in patrol boat hours. 
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To date the problems associated with the 123’ conversion include buckling or hull deformation 
and shaft alignment problems. In addition to the actions previously described, additional and 
substantial work has been (and continues to be) done to determine cause or causes. In addition to 
the repairs and reviews of structural calculations, the review process has continued by conducting 
two independent finite element analyses, modeling both the original and the upgraded hull, and 
completing metallurgical testing that revealed an issue in the main deck which exists on both the 
123s and across the legacy 1 10 fteet. Extensive strain gage testing has been conducted on a 123’ 
hull to validate the finite element model and to identify potential problem areas which the model 
may not show. The parent craft designer, Vosper Thornycroft, has been engaged by the Coast 
Guard to evaluate the 123’ hull and provide recommendations. Data has been collected on shaft 
alignment and maintenance procedures both during the conversion and since, so that the 
procedures for checking and correcting alignment can be validated for both the 1 10’ and the 123’. 
Elements of the 123’ design, including the propellers and the SRP stem-launch system are being 
reexamined and validated. 

We are committed and determined to identify the root cause of the structural problems. Reviews 
and analyses of available data on the 1 10’ and 123’ patrol boats continue in an effort to better 
understand the cause or causes of both hull buckling and shaft alignment problems. Until these 
efforts are complete, it is premature to speculate on the final cause and the final way forward. We 
understand, however, that the Coast Guard intends by the end of April 2007 to make a 
determination about the future of the converted 123’ patrol boats. 

I want to assure the Committee that Northrop Grumman will continue to work with the Coast 
Guard to address its mission requirements throughout the life of the Deepwater Program. 

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss with you the progress of the Deepwater Program. 
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My name is James M. Atkinson, and I am the President and Senior Engineer of Granite 
Island Group located in Gloucester, MA, which is a small veteran owned company that 
since 1987 has specialized in the field of electronics engineering. We have special 
capability involving the protection of classified, confidential, privileged, or private 
infomiation against technical attack, eavesdropping, or exploitation. 

I am responsible for performing visual and instrumented TSCM (Technical Surveillance 
Counter Measure) surveys. This includes the analysis of all signals present on the 
airways; evaluation of telephone lines, computer networks, detection of computer viruses 
and Trojan horses, security of voice and data switching systems, and any mechanism by 
which a spy could commit technical eavesdropping or surveillance against or exploitation 
of a target through technical means. Also included in these responsibilities are the 
studies of electromagnetic interference (EMI), and the study of electromagnetic 
compliance (EMC), to include the performance of visual and instrumented TEMPEST 
inspections, and measures to mitigate other technical weaknesses in communications and 
computer systems. 

I have attended extensive private and government sponsored TSCM, TEMPEST, 
cryptographic, technical intelligence, electronics, and security training both in the United 
States and abroad. 1 have been involved in many hundreds of TSCM, TEMPEST 
inspections, over the past 25 years of government and private sector assignments. I have 
been extensively published on these subject matters, and have authored materials that 
have affected national policy. 

My clients include major corporations, heads-of-state, diplomats, government agencies, 
defense contractors, hospitals, courthouses, police stations, banks, universities, publicly 
traded companies, private companies, stockbrokers, ranchers, farmers, fisherman, 
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accountants, law firms, restaurants, political leaders, ministers, small businesses, and 
private individuals. 

1 believe that I am in the unique position to act as an independent and disinterested party, 
“honest broker”, (and Voice of Reason in these proceedings). I was not involved in the 
ICGS Deepwater program in any regard or capacity and have no ax-to-grind. I am also 
able clearly explain highly technical and highly classified subject matters such as 
TEMPEST and TSCM to this committee in an unclassified way that a non-technical 
layman can understand. The documents in this matter are highly technical, and it takes a 
TEMPEST and TSCM expert to fully understand what is in those documents, what they 
represent, what they mean, and more importantly to bring forth the gravity of the 
situation. 

I have also carefully analyzed hundreds of pages of documents and reports which where 
provided to the government by ICGS (the Deepwater contractor) when the first eight 1 23 
foot cutters were delivered to the Coast Guard. These documents were not classified in 
any way, and were available to any member of the public by merely asking the Coast 
Guard for them. Within these documents, I discovered that ICGS delivered seriously 
defective ships to the government, which did not comply with TEMPEST standards, 
which the government could not use for classified missions, and which could not be used 
to store, process, or transmit classified information. 

All of the information contained within this written testimony, and ail information, 
which is presented in my oral testimony, is completely unclassified. 


TEMPEST Introduction 

When a new consumer electronic device such as a computer, DVD player, blender, 
electric razor or other modem electronic marvel is offered for sale to the public the 
manufacture has to gain a special certification or authorization from the FCC. This 
process ensures that when the consumer uses the device that they will not interfere with 
other devices in the area. For example, we do not want a DVD player or blender to 
accidentally jam all the TV, and cellular telephones in a five-block area due to a poor 
product design. 

The FCC (Federal Communications Commission) and its foreign equivalent have created 
a series of formal standards which new equipment is evaluated against before it is offered 
for sale to the public. 

These new products are taken into a specialized laboratory, and an engineer completes a 
complicated battery of tests. These test results are then sent to the FCC who then 
approves or denies permission for the product to be sold to the public. 

When modem electrical devices operate, they generate electromagnetic fields. Digital 
computers, radio equipment, typewriters, and so on generate massive amounts of 
electromagnetic signals, which if properly intercepted and processed will allow certain 
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amounts of information to be reconstructed based on these "compromising emanations". 
Anything with a microchip, diode, or transistor, gives off these fields. 

Compromising emanations are these unintentional intelligence-bearing signals, which, if 
intercepted and analyzed, potentially disclose the national security information, 
transmitted, received, handled, or otherwise processed by any information-processing 
equipment. 

These compromising emanation signals can also escape out of a controlled area through 
power line conduction. Other conduction paths can be air conditioning ductwork, 
plumbing, wiring, or by simply radiating a signal into the air (much like a radio station). 
These signals can also mix with or be impressed onto other unclassified signals, where 
the eavesdropper merely intercepts these unclassified signals, and extracts the classified 
information riding on top of the unclassified signal. 

An excellent example of these compromising emanations may be found in several 
modems and fax machines. When these modems operate, they generate a very strong 
electromagnetic field, which may be intercepted, demodulated, and monitored with 
nothing more then a radio that any member of the public can purchase at Radio Shack, 
Best Buy, Wal-Mart, or other retailer of consumer electronics (which, in some cases, 
may, or may not be legal). This is also a very serious problem with many speakerphone 
systems used in executive conference rooms and government offices. A considerable 
problem also exists with many fax machines, computer monitors, external disc drives, 
CD-R drives, scanners, printers, and other high bandwidth or high speed peripherals and 
network devices. If an eavesdropper is using high quality, intercept equipment the signal 
may be easily acquired several hundred feet or more away from the target, although the 
eavesdropper would normally be located quite close to the system under surveillance. 

In the consumer markets, a slight amount of signal leakage really does not present a 
problem and at most would result in a breach of private information or disclosure of some 
corporate secrets. However, if a computer or other communications equipment that was 
processing classified information has a leak, the results could be devastating. Soldiers can 
be killed, wars can be lost, and nations can fall. 

During the early days of telephones, there was a significant problem where a person 
talking on one telephone line could clearly hear a person talking on another telephone 
line, This was most often the results of shoddy workmanship on the part of the phone 
installer, but also a result of using poor quality wiring in the early phone systems, and 
having inferior, albeit newly developed equipment. This problem is called “cross-talk”, 
where one conversation leaks into a nearby phone line and can be heard by a third party 
to the original conversion between the original two parties. While this problem can been 
drastically limited in modem phone systems it has by no means been eradicated 
completely, and continues to be a problem most often caused by poor quality 
workmanship. 

World War One brought about a method where soldiers on one side of a battlefield were 
able to eavesdrop on their enemies telephone calls. This allowed them exploit this 
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information to determine troop movements, and to gain a significant tactical advantage 
on the battlefield. 

During World War 11, both sides of the conflict exploited signals, which leaked out of 
each other aircraft, surface vessels, and submarines. The Germans were able to detect, 
and shoot down U.S. bombers when their radio and navigation systems were merely 
turned on, but not actually transmitting. Submarines where similarly hunted by listening 
for this accidental leakage, and to this day the study and exploitation of this type of 
accidental signal leakage has become a staple of the intelligence and military community. 

In the 1950's NATO eavesdroppers in Germany discovered that classified information 
could be derived by monitoring unclassified teletype circuits. The cause of this was found 
to be that the classified and unclassified wiring was running too close to each other and 
causing classified information to bleed onto the unclassified wiring. What this 
investigation by intelligence analysts discovered was that by monitoring local high power 
radio stations that fragments of classified information could be extracted from the 
unclassified broadcast stations from a considerable distance from the location where the 
classified information was being processed. Continued investigation led to a sub- 
specialty in the field of electronics engineering that permitted one side to monitor the 
classified efforts of the other side by merely exploiting unclassified communications that 
were passing through the classified area. In other words unclassified signals opened the 
door to the acquiring of classified information. 

To deal with this "signal leakage" issue the U.S. government developed a series of 
formal, and extremely rigid engineering standards which lay out how equipment should 
be designed, installed, and maintained to avoid such leakage. These TEMPEST standards 
are really nothing more then several standard civilian engineering measurement standards 
and procedures enhanced by the NSA to make then more rigid and comprehensive then 
their civilian counterpart. 

TEMPEST is an acronym for "Telecommunications Electronics Material Protected from 
Emanating Spurious Transmissions" and includes technical security countermeasures; 
standards, and instrumentation, which prevent (or minimize) the exploitation of security 
vulnerabilities by technical means. Other popular names for TEMPEST are "Transient 
Emanations Protected from Emanating Spurious Transmissions", "Transient 
Electromagnetic Pulse Emanation Standard", "Telecommunications Emission Security 
Standards", and several similar variations. 
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In 1957, the U.S. Government mandated rigid TEMPEST required for highly classified 
systems that were responsible for handling the most classified secrets of the Cold War 
and helped to contain oui secrets for the next 20 years until details of those systems were 
sold to the Russians by multiple spies in trusted positions in the U.S. government. 

TEMPEST is nothing more then a fancy name for protecting against technical 
surveillance or eavesdropping of UNMODIFIED equipment, (the unmodified part is 
important.) TEMPEST and its associated disciplines involve designing circuits to 
minimize the amount of "compromising emanations" and to apply appropriate shielding, 
grounding, and bonding. These disciplines also include methods of radiation screening, 
alarms, isolation circuits/devices, filters, isolation distances, and similar areas of 
equipment engineering. 

A certified TEMPEST technical authority (CTTA) is an experienced, technically 
qualified U.S. Government employee (not a contractor) who has met established 
certification requirements in accordance with NS A approved criteria and has been 
appointed to fulfill CTTA responsibilities. 

There is an isolation area just outside of a classified system where it is less practical to 
exploit TEMPEST vulnerabilities. However, other systems present inside or near this 
isolation, area can considerably extend this distance to well outside the isolation area. 
This is often referred to the “zone of control”, or “zone of exclusion”. 


Teslimony of James M. Atkinson, President and Sr. Engineer, Gnialte Island Group 
Before the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
US. Coast Guard Budge! and Oversight Hearing, April 18, Z087 


S of 168 




156 


The Equipment Radiation TEMPEST Zone (ERTZ) is a radius established because of 
determined or known equipment radiation TEMPEST characteristics. The zone includes 
all space within which a successful hostile intercept of compromising emanations is 
considered possible. This zone can range from a few yards, to several miles depending on 
the nature of the classified information on the equipment on which it is being processed. 
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As a spy moves away from a location where classified information is being processed the 
exploitation of accidental leakages becomes increasingly difficult. There is a specific 
classified voltage level called the “Compromising Emanation Performance Requirement 
(CEPR). This is the maximum emanation level permitted at the standard measurement 
distance during an instrumented TEMPEST evaluation. When the CEPR is met, there will 
be minimal chance that a compromising emanation will be detected beyond the specified 
design radius unless the equipment has not been properly maintained, or if a secondary 
signal provides a carrier for the classified signal. 

The point where the compromising emanation performance requirement (CEPR) applies. 
For an electric or magnetic field emanation, the standard measurement point is one meter 
from the equipment under test. For a conducted emanation, the standard measurement 
point is the design radius. This is called the “Standard Measurement Point,” and it 
represents a distance similar to that found in civilian EMI and EMC studies. 

The goal of the CEPR and ERTZ is to ensure that the signals emitting from an item of 
classified equipment is below -164 dBm at a distance of 1 meter, and ideally below -174 
dBm (although signals below - 150 dBm are tricky to measure during a one week 
TEMPEST inspection). The TEMPEST standards are thus based on reducing signals 


Testtnooy of James M.AtluasoD,Pre$idcB(aBd Sr. Engioeer, Granite Islaod Group 
Before tbe House Conomittec on TransporlatioB aod lafrastrncture 
U.S. Coast Gnard Budget and Oversight Hearing, April IB, 2007 


6ori68 





157 


below these levels, often involving keeping a cable more then a meter away from another 
cable, or keeping high threat device 3 meters away from others. 

The delicate point is that the CEPR and ERTZ can also foster a great sense of false 
security and a TEMPEST Zone can completely pass a visual and instrumented 
TEMPEST evaluation and yet still be highly exploited by spies for classified signals and 
information. 

A “TEMPEST zone” is a formally designated area within a facility where equipment with 
appropriate TEMPEST characteristics may be operated. Once the classified equipment is 
installed into this area is meticulously checked by a CTTA with a formal instrumented 
and visual TEMPEST inspection. This zone is commonly called a “Black Vault”, or 
“Black Room” where classified equipment is located even though the zone will contain 
RED signals, RED equipment, and RED lines (“RED” means the equipment in the 
“Black Vault” is classified. This is a common point of confusion, and as such, a “black 
room” should be considered the same as a TEMPEST zone. The isolation zone is the area 
immediately surrounding the “TEMPEST Zone” of Black Vault. 


Focus of Study, and Objectives 

TEMPEST disciplines typically involve eliminating or reducing the waveform of signal 
transients caused by a communication signal and the resulting harmonics or mixing of the 
classified information with unclassified signals. These signals and their harmonics could 
allow the original classified signal or information to be reconstructed and analyzed by a 
spy, 

TSCM or Technical Surveillance Countermeasures on the other hand deals with 
protecting against hostile penetrations or manipulations by an eavesdropper to facilitate 
the interception and exploitation of classified, confidential, privileged, or private 
information. It is important to note that TSCM deals with things that have been 
manipulated in some way, and TEMPEST deals with unmodified things. 

The mind-set, hypothesis, or base-line of a TEMPEST inspector is that nothing is there 
until you can prove otherwise. Their job is to stop or limit compromising emanations and 
the technical leaks of classified information that are the results of poor equipment design, 
installation, or maintenance. A TSCM inspector on the other hand always assumes that an 
eavesdropper is active or that a bugging device or hostile manipulation is present until 
they can scientifically prove otherwise. TEMPEST assumes a proactive position on 
protecting classified information, whereas TSCM involve the reactive protection of the 
same information. Both disciplines are equally important and should be engaged in a 
proactive manner. 

C41SR is the fusions of “Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, 
Surveillance and Reconnaissance” into a single operative system to permit a more 
cohesive flow of critical information in a battlefield or tactical arena. The critical 
components of this are the core “Command and Control” elements. In a modem 
battlefield, the commanders need as much information available to them, on as rapid as 
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possible timeline. With this in mind C4ISR draws together most of the resources on a 
battleship, command post, or forward control station directly into the hands of the people 
who need it most. 

C4ISR system included the missions of gathering, processing, and transmitting 
information, the Command, Control, Communications, Computer, Intelligence, 
Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) facility contains as a minimum ten 
distinguishable elements. These are the structure or housing; electrical power generation 
and distribution [both alternating current (ac) and direct current (dc)]; non-electrical 
utilities; heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning (HVAC); an earth electrode; lightning 
protection; communications systems; computer and data processing systems; control and 
security systems; and personnel support systems. 


TEMPEST in a TEAPOT and HIJACK Exploits 

Between the TEMPEST and TSCM fields of study there is also an area of our field that 
deals with unmodified or quasi-modified equipment and signals, which interact with each 
other. This is the case where in effect a classified signal or classified information is 
accidentally impressed onto an unclassified signal. Thus, the unclassified signal carrying 
the classified data with it is accidentally transmitted a considerable distance allowing for 
eavesdropping by those who should not possess the information. This is usually the result 
of TEMPEST standards not being rigorously followed during equipment design, 
installation, and maintenance. 

The investigation, study, and control of intentional compromising emanations from 
telecommunications and automated information systems equipment that was created, 
provoked, or induced by a spy is known by the code name of “TEAPOT”. An example of 
this would be the positioning of a rack of two way radios need a secure telephone, or by 
installing RED cable near to a BLACK cable. This can also involve modifications to 
software, to slight breaches to the configuration of equipment. 

An example of this would be a case where a cable, which contains only unclassified 
radar, navigation, or communications signals, is placed near a cable, which carries highly 
classified information. On a maritime vessel an example of an unclassified signal would 
be the VHP marine radios, the unencrypted HF (shortwave) radio communication 
systems, and sections of the radar and IFF systems. Should any of these cables or 
equipment be placed near the classified systems an eavesdropper could intercept the 
classified information that was riding-on-the-back-of the unclassified signals. 

Another example of this would be a warship that downloads classified spy satellite 
imagery through the onboard satellite communication system. The problem is that the 
installer of the classified system has not properly installed the system that creates 
considerable TEMPEST problems causing these signals to leak off the ship a short 
distance. This is further complicated by several cables which do not carry classified 
information but which pass in close proximity to the classified cables. Due to the 
unclassified cable, perhaps being a high power antenna link the classified information can 
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now leak out of the ship and be monitored by spies from dozens, if not hundreds of miles 
distant. 


Instrumented TEMPEST Inspections 


if the instrumented inspection turns up a problem that was major or serious then they 
absolutely would have had to have performed the entire instrumented inspection again; 
however, if they were only very minor problem turned up in the instrumented inspection 
the inspector could have merely pointed out several minor faults and left it up to a third 
party to resolve the issue. 

If the equipment configuration was materially changed to correct visual TEMPEST 
discrepancies, or equipment or cables were moved in the area that was inspected then the 
instrumented TEMPEST inspection would have had to be repeated again and again until 
all discrepancies had been fully cleared. 

Given the magnitude of the problems found during the visual TEMPEST inspections 
there would have been material changes in the secure areas, cables would have to have 
been re-routed, and physical and electrical changes would have been made. In turn, yet 
another, expensive follow-up instrumented test would be needed. 

This is why is it so critical for all visual discrepancies to be fully resolved before the 
instnunented TEMPEST inspection is initiated as the correction of visual deviancies may 
render the prior instrumented inspection of little or no value. 

It is a painful issue because with this number of visual faults it is unlikely that the ship 
could have passed the instrumented TEMPEST inspection. The magnitude and number of 
the problems with the TEMPEST on this ship are such that the instrumented inspection 
SHOULD have been re-performed from scratch. The Coast Guard had to relocate quite a 
bit of equipment, and re-run quite a bit of cables and systems to resolve the massive 
faults listed in the DD250 (attachment C), these changes would have create a number of 
significant and material changes from what an instrumented TEMPEST inspection before 
and after the changes would have seen. 

If the initial instrumented TEMPEST inspection identified only the instrument panel and 
LAN intersection weaknesses then there is an even bigger problem because it should 
have also picked up on the faulty ground straps on the racks, the emissions from the 
ARC-210 wiring, the signal leakage from the unshielded cables, and so on. If you find 
significant problems on a visual inspection, you should also pickup on similar problems 
in the instrumented measurements as well. 

It is best compared to your checkbook where one column is your credits, and one column 
is your debits. If you have a loose grounding cable, it should show up in the visual 
inspections, and then once you begin the instrumented inspection you should see the 
same effects of the ground cable not being hooked up properly. On the other hand, if the 
visual inspector was finding problems at the same time the instrumented inspector was 
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performing the instrumented inspections the two events could have been interfering with 
each other and resulting in inconsistent results. 

In the records of the first four ships there is mention of an instrumented TEMPEST 
inspection being performed, and in all four cases both the instrumented and visual 
inspections failed. 

In the two OIG reports, 1 was unable to find any reference to the PADRE being subjected 
to a second instrumented TEMPEST inspection as the Coast Guard has contended in 
other documents. If the PADRE was in fact re-inspected, who did the inspection, and did 
they have any links to ICGS, LM, GD, USCG, SPAWAR, DHS (the bigger question is 
that did the agency or contractor who performed the second instrumented inspection on 
the PADRE have any bias, or benefit to the PADRE passing)? 

The Coast Guard appears have issued waivers too many of the TEMPEST requirements, 
gained lATO, keyed the C41SR systems, and then granted ATO. This causes a problem 
though, because if they were granting large numbers of waivers for TEMPEST the 
waivers would be a matter of record on the second PADRE inspection. A USCG 
TEMPEST inspector is going to honor the waivers, but any other independent TEMPEST 
inspector is going to instead write up the systems as not being in compliance with a range 
of NSA TEMPEST standards and documents. 

The NSA requires that the equipment meet TEMPEST standards of performance before it 
is allowed to pass classified information. If the system passes an instrumented or visual 
inspection, and the ship or equipment is modified in a material way then the instnunented 
test should be performed from scratch. In order to correct, the things found in the visual 
inspection there would have been material changes made to the ship. 

The method that the OIG report tries to describe during the TEMPEST inspection is 
called a "propagation study" or “walk away study” and is performed when an 
instrumented inspector is unskilled and cannot obtain a solid reading with his 
instruments. He will tune a receiver to a signal of interest and slowly back away from an 
area he is examining until the reading drops below a preset level. This is performed in all 
directions around the area being protected, but is often the best test a technician can 
perform if they are limited in equipment, experience, or time on target. 

It is in extremely bad form to do this, but often it is the only way to evaluate how 
"dangerous" a TEMPEST problem is. The concern that we run in to with merely 
performing a "propagation study" is that is fosters bad engineering practices, and can 
conceal much more serious issues that could be exploited by a spy. 

An unclassified example of a similar situation would be a USB cable between a computer 
and printer that is leaking a signal that the TEMPEST inspector measures to be quite 
strong 20 feet away from the cable. The NSA specifications will mandate that this signal 
is not a problem so long at the voltage level drop below a certain level (we will arbitrarily 
say -130 dBm to set an unclassified level), beyond a certain distance (we will arbitrarily 
say 70 feet to set an unclassified level). So if the signal measures say -35 dBm at 20 feet 
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away, but only -130 dBm at 70 feet away we say that the signal has been attenuated by 95 
dB over a distance of 50 feet. 

If the inspector detects the signal radiating from the USB cable, instead of performing 
actual measurements to document the technical parameters of the fault, the inspector will 
“back away” with his test instruments to see if his equipment can still pick up the signal 
when he is X feet way from the cable or equipment be tested. 

It is actually better to get as close as physically possible to something that you are trying 
to certify, and to be mere inches away at the most. This depends on the signal or piece of 
equipment that you are trying to measure, but as a rule you place the test instrument 
antennas as close as physically possible, and run a test cable back a few yards so that the 
TEMPEST or TSCM inspector does not pickup the signals from the equipment he is 
using to make the measurements (or even his own wrist watch). 

Without disclosing any classified information I can relate to you that classified (or RED) 
equipment should not present a voltage level greater then -174 dBm at a distance beyond 
3 meters. Further, there should never be any signal that exceeds -50 dBm within 3 meters 
of any classified system, but the general rule is to keep this -50 dBm number actually 
closer to -1 35 or even -160 dBm (which is only possible with modem test equipment, 
including modem TEMPEST instruments). 

It must be further pointed out that skilled engineer (or spy) equipped with the proper 
equipment, and given the appropriate amount of time can actually find and exploit signals 
that are far weaker than this. 

Within TSCM, TEMPEST, TEAPOT, HIJACK, NONSTOP, JERICHO, and related 
disciplines of electronics engineering we endeavor to correlate signals into our test 
equipment. More specifically, we will synchronize our test equipment to the timing 
signals created inside the equipment we are testing. We will then use this correlated 
signal to “gate” our test equipment into initiating a measurement when a certain signal 
threshold is detected, observed, or expected or we will gate the equipment to a specific 
time or other event. 

An example of this “gating effect” or correlation would take place in a radio, which uses 
Frequency Hopping or Direct Sequence modulation techniques or waveforms. If we 
know the technical parameters of these waveforms in advance, we can program our 
TEMPEST test equipment to only perform the measurement of the equipment under test 
when the Frequency Hopping signal is following a certain hopping sequence or pattern. 

Another example of this gating effect would be the timing signals used on a RADAR 
system or on an IFF system where the signals appear at fixed or highly predictable time 
periods. By only taking the measurement with the TSCM or TEMPEST instruments 
during these “moments of opportunity” the effectiveness can be increased by several 
thousand times. 

Related to this, if the spy can also determine the timing or other parameter of an 
operations system (such as RADAR, IFF, SATCOM, INMARSAT, VHF, UHF, etc) the 
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spy can also exploit this gating effect to enhance his effectiveness by several thousand 
fold as well. 

If a hot, BLACK (unclassified) signal is exposed to a weaker RED (classified) signal the 
two signals will mix and the BLACK (unclassified) signal will now carry parts of the 
RED (classified) signal. In the case of the Bluewater cutter 500-watt IFF transponder, 
very high power RADAR systems, and the strong two-way radio systems on the ship, 
even the slightest leakage in the RED (classified) equipment will cause mixing with the 
black equipment signals and thus a hemorrhage of classified information. 

A typical piece of (unclassified) equipment that would be used for this measurement 
would be the DSI-1550-A (http://www.dynamicsciences.com/client/show_product/33) 
and the DSI-9000A, DS-200, DSI-1 10, R-I580, R-1250, R-1 180, and related equipment 
made by the same company. Other companies such as Electro-Metrics offer products 
such as the EM-2100 series, and with Watkins-Johnson, we have the venerable WJ-8999 
Portable EMC/TEMPEST Test Receivers or WJ-9195 systems, and with other 
companies, we have a host of similar products of an unclassified nature. 

This equipment is highly specialized test instruments that are designed to measure 
extremely weak signals levels and which can measure a low level signals that is barely 
measurable by other means. This is one of the many pieces of equipment the 
instrumented TEMPEST folks would have used, and they would have used a wide range 
of related equipment resulting in several thousand pounds of equipment being brought to 
bear against the ship for these measurements. 

The DSIllO for example is capable of making measurements down to -164 dBm, and by 
using signal simulators and converters; the range can be greatly increased to well within, 
and below the Johnson noise floor of -1 74 dBm. The test equipment can also be triggered 
via a direct connection from the equipment under test to "gate" the measurement, which 
further enhances the sensitivity. This would be combined with high performance cables, 
ultra-sensitive low noise amplifiers, oscilloscopes, computers, cables, dozens of antennas 
or probes, and many hundreds, it not thousands of pounds of support equipment. 


Examples of Captured “Compromising Information” of Leakage 
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Example Test Lay Out 
MIL-STEM61E 





FIGURE REI02-6. Aot^nna pontioniog. 

RE102 

100 20 August 1999 
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The vast majority of this equipment can be openly purchased on the market, and 
surprisingly the U.S. Government often sells this same equipment off on a regular basis 
as scrap or surplus. 

There is no reason for the Coast Guard not to have had this equipment on hand to 
perform their own instrumented TEMPEST inspections, and further no reason for ICGS 
and/or Lockheed-Martin to have had this equipment on hand to perform at least some 
measure of instrumented inspections prior to the SPAWAR instrumented inspections. 


Red and Black Isolation 


A BLACK line, BLACK signal, or BLACK system is one in which no classified 
information is present, and onto which no classified information can leak or can be 
manipulated to cause the leakage of classified information. If a signal of message is 
intercepted off of a black system or line, it will not divulge any classified national 
security information if recovered and analyzed by a spy. 

RED lines, RED signals, RED components, RED modules, and RED systems are those, 
which handle highly classified national security information. Should any weakness or 
flaws of any type in a RED system take place the results could be devastating to the 
national defense as classified information could be leaked to spies. 

RED/BLACK isolation is part of the concept that electrical and electronic circuits, 
components, equipment, and systems. Thus, RED signals which national security 
information or unencrypted language, and unclassified information in electric signal form 
(RED) be separated from those, which handle encrypted or non-national security 
information (BLACK). Under this concept, RED or BLACK terminology is used to 
clarify specific criteria relating to, and to differentiate between such circuits, components, 
equipments, systems, etc., and the areas in which they are contained. 
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Perpetual Vigilance 

TEMPEST and TSCM both require extreme attention to detail, and aggressive, perpetual 
vigilance. The slightest flaw in classified equipment design, installation, or maintenance 
can be, and frequently have been exploited by foreign intelligence agency. Spies 
aggressively seek out the technical weaknesses in our ciphering systems, our classified 
information systems, our computers, and our intelligence systems. 

When one of our government agencies is asleep at the wheel, only bad things can happen. 
When inspection rejjorts are falsified bad things can happen. When government agencies 
start passing responsibility to other parts of the government and not owning up to their 
own inter-agency responsibilities only bad things can happen. When the leadership of a 
government agency ignores their responsibilities to glad-hand the agencies contractors 
only bad things will result. When there is malfeasance in the leadership of a military or 
civilian agency and the government contractors take advantage of that malfeasance to 
gouge the govenunent and provide them with flawed goods and serves then only bad 
things can happen. 

The men and women of the Coast Guard have a diflicult and critical job to perform on 
behalf of the public. They save lives, they defend our maritime ports, and they perform 
drug interdictions, ensure safe maritime transport, and are responsible for the security of 
our port and waterways. The Coast Guard needs solid and stable ships so that they can 
engage in a wide range of mission to defend this country and ensure the safety of the 
public. When the safety and lives of service members of the Coast Guard is at risk, so is 
the safety and lives of every member of the public. 

Several of the missions of the Coast Guard requires that it has immediate access to 
classified information via a classified network called SDPRNET, but access to this 
classified network and the information must be tempered with great control and 
oversight. To maintain this control and oversight a series of standards have been 
developed which first address the actual hardware through which this network 
communicates, and then a second set of standards that dictates a standard of performance 
for the software, which operates on the hardware. TEMPEST standards that apply to the 
hardware part of the equation rigorously dictate the performance characteristic of all 
equipment used to engage in classified communications, vvhich includes ail Coast Guard 
assets with access to classified systems. 

The Coast Guard must be perpetual vigilant not only in regards to search and rescue 
missions, but also must be equally aggressive with protecting classified information, 
classified networks, and classified communications systems. 

Much the same way that a minor error during a Coast Guard search and rescue mission 
can lead to the death of someone they have been sent out to rescue, a seemingly 
insignificant installation error, or lack of aggressive oversight of TEMPEST on a Coast 
Guard asset can be far more devastating and can cause suffering and death on a national 
level. It can also be something as simple as a cable not being properly routed, or a lock 
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washer not being of the correct type, and mounting bolts not being torque down properly, 
or threads on a bolt not being cleaned. 

Our foreign adversaries want to steal our secrets, and they have considerable resources to 
facilitate such thefts. Foreign countries are actively spying on us, and aggressively trying 
to steal our secrets. The only defense against this constant threat is perpetual vigilance, 
and aggressive, and pro-active protection of classified systems. This nation will not 
survive, nor will it endure unless we can protect these systems. 
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DD2S0 and Acceptance Documents 

A DD250 form is a standardized “Material IiBpection and Receiving Report” that a 
contractor fills out prior to developing an asset to the government. On this document, the 
contractor lists the prices that the government will pay for the asset, and will list 
incidental charges that they may have incurred such as charges for special testing, special 
supplies on so on. 

Once an authorized representative (or a group of representatives) has inspected the asset, 
the document is signed on behalf of the government, the asset is formally accepted, and 
the contractor can be paid for the asset, which they are selling the government, or for the 
work, which they performed on the governments’ behalf. 

It is customary for the DD250, or a document attached to the DD250 to include a list of 
all of the flaws that may have been discovered during the government inspections, or 
systems that may not have been fully fimctional or installed on the date that the asset was 
delivered to the government. This allows the government to withhold a reasonable 
amount of the money that is due the contractor until after the problem is resolved or the 
missing equipment installed. 

Attached to the DD250 will usually be some type of formal document or “Certificate of 
Conformance” prepared by the contractor in which they promise that they complied with 
all of the contract requirements, adhered to the specifications, and providing the asset in 
the condition in which the government ordered it. 

It is inevitable that a complex asset such as a ship, submarine, or aircraft will have some 
minor issue on the date of acceptance both the government and the contractor will work 
together and endeavor to correct these deviancies so that the contractor gets fully paid the 
withheld fimds, and the government has a fully operational asset. Examples of deviancies 
would be radios which do not work, light bulbs that are burned out, propeller shafts that 
wobble, cables not being properly secured, and other issues that are caused by either 
shoddy workmanship, defective materials, or a combination of a lack of oversight or 
weak project management. 

The DD250 will also have as an attachment the results of specialized testing required by 
the government, or specialized certifications, which are required as, part of the 
acceptance process. An example of this is that an asset, which passes or accesses 
classified communications networks must pass a series of classified, tests to include 
NONSTOP evaluations, HIJACK studies, TEMPEST evaluations, and TSCM 
inspections. 

The most basic, and most critical of these tests which would take place prior to the 
DD250 being completed, and the asset being accepted by the U.S. Government, would be 
the operational testing and inspection of all communication equipment, and the 
completion of both a physical, visual, and instrumented TEMPEST inspection. Once the 
asset has been accepted and all of the deficiencies conected the asset would be fully 
transferred into government control and additional signal testing. This would include, but 
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not be limited to additional TEMPEST testing, HIJACK studies, NONSTOP 
countermeasures, and TSCM inspections, which are difficult, or impossible to perform 
unless the ship or other asset construction was completely finished and all the prior 
problems or discrepancies fully resolved. 

At this point the government would authorize the asset (in this case a ship) to have an 
lATO or “Interim Authority to Operate” which means that a limited amount of classified 
information or equipment could be brought onto the asset to facility further testing, and to 
initiate shakedown or seaworthiness testing. An example of this would be ciphers and 
codes that would be needed to permit the radios to pass classified communications, and to 
permit classified testing to take place. 

Classified testing, or the testing of classified systems would then be undertaken under the 
lATO, and once completed and all problems noted during the classified testing were 
resolved the contractor would receive their funds that had previously been withheld, and 
the government agencies to whom the asset belongs would issue the Final Authority to 
Operate or ATO. 

The time between the DD250 being signed and the asset being accepted by the 
govermnent, and the final ATO being issued is a major liability for the government. The 
longer the duration of this time the greater the problems are with the asset. If, for 
example, the government accepts a ship, but the ATO is not granted until two years later, 
the ship has essentially been sitting unused while the deviancies where conectcd. The 
length of this delay is also a key indicator of the competence of the contractor, and the 
oversight and effectiveness of the govermnent contracting office. 

My professional opinion for the ideal situation is for the contractor not be paid the final 
30% of any contract until the asset in delivered in full (with zero discrepancies or 
shortages), the asset is then formally accepted by the government, testing by the 
government is fully completed, and all deviancies resolved by the contractor to the 
governments satisfaction in a reasonable amount of time. 

Contactors struggle to deliver assets as quickly as they can, but in so doing, details are 
other missed, or standards and contracts are not complied with. In a rush to complete a 
multi-million, or even multi-billion dollar project the contractor may well cut comers or 
falsify test results to get the government to accept the asset before work is actually 
complete and in turn to receive the bulk of the money they are due for the project. The 
contractor then lists the incomplete work on the DD250, and the government inspectors 
then document those additional things, which the contractor failed to mention. This 
permits the contractor additional time to complete the work after the acceptance, which 
should have actually been completed PRIOR to acceptance that sadly, this is a type of 
soft procurement fraud on the part of the contractor. 
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Shins That May Leak Secrets Things 

To be very specific, prior to the Coast Guard taking delivery of the USCG Cutter 
Matagorda the USCG TEMPEST Program Manager and the Navy SPAWAR TEMPEST 
Authority initiated a visual and instrumented TEMPEST inspection of the Matagorda. 

The cost of this inspection is listed in the DD250 for this ship on page 2, as line item 55-5 
in the amount of $121,000. 

On examination of the DD250, in attachment C to the ICGS Certificate of Conformance, 
exceptions listed for incomplete or defective services or equipment were noted in detail. 

Examples of the significant number of exceptions or failures found on the USCG Cutter 
Matagorda were engine control cables not working properly, massive failures of the 
TEMPEST requirements, security cameras not being properly mounted, communications 
systems being inoperative, power supplies and wiring being defective and highly 
hazardous PVC jacketed wiring being used aboard the ship. 

In lieu of resolving some of these problems, the exceptions (failures) were simply 
overlooked, and waivers were granted, not only on the Matagorda, but on the other ships 
as well. Instead of removing the hazardous PVC cables, a waiver was issued to keep them 
on board, and thus to recklessly endanger the crew. 

Instead of correcting, the TEMPEST failures and performing a second instrumented 
inspection the Coast Guard neglected to perform the second instrumented inspection that 
was mentioned in attachment C, and instead just made token changes and issued waivers 
for the rest of the problems. 

This pattern of behavior is also seen in the other ships where follow-up instrumented 
inspections were not completed after the first inspections failed, or the initial 
instrumented inspections were never performed at all. 

In that case, of one ship (PADRE) a follow-up instrument TEMPEST inspection was only 
initiated after a Department of Homeland Security - Inspector General Investigation was 
initiated to investigate fraud within the contracting and delivery of these ships. It is 
unclear as to who performed the second instrumented TEMPEST inspection on the 
PADRE, but it does not appear that it was a government entity. 
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TEMPEST Problems within the 123* Deepwater Cutter/Patrol Boat Program 


Matagorda nSOS) 

TEMPEST Inspect: 24-Feb-04 (failed) [Initial Instrumented SPAWAR Sweep] 
Delivered: 01 -Mar-04 

Authority to Operate; 14-Oct-04 

TEMPEST Inspect: 1 9-Dec-04 (failed again, 29 unresolved problems) 

Date Entered Service; 07-Sep-05 

TEMPEST Inspect: 03-Aug-05 (failed again, 14 significant unresolved problems) 
DHS-OIO Report; 1 1 -Aug-06 (Uncovers failures on many systems) 

123” Shutdown: 30-Nov-06 (Coast Guard finds cracks in all 8 ships... they leak) 

DHS-OIO Report; 09-Feb-07 (Uncovers Massive Project Failure) 

Attachment C of the 1st DD250 (Matagorda) specifies a SPAWAR TEMPEST 
Instrumented Survey must be re-performed (this would have been the SECOND 
instrumented survey) after the first instrumented inspection failed. 

Further, there was absolutely no plan in place for the TEMPEST element of this project 
prior to the acceptance of this ship on 01 -Mar-04, and no plan of action until after the 
government TEMPEST inspections failed miserably during the inspection in February of 
2004. 

However, in the cases of the three ships delivered after the acceptance of this first ship 
the contractor began charging the government $5,000 to provide a “TEMPEST 
POA&M”, which means that the government and the contractor had no plan in place for 
the first ship, but that such a plan was put in place after the fact for the second, third, and 
fourth ships. 

The notable issue with the first ship (Matagorda) is that it was the only ship on which an 
actual instrumented TEMPEST inspection was performed prior to acceptance. The cost in 
line item 55-5 of the Matagorda DD-250 shows a charge of $121,000 and reflects theit a 
SPAWAR TEMPEST inspection team was onsite for 7 days to survey the vessel. 

Typically (but not always) this is a 6 man team with a man hour requirement of 300 to 
350 man hours on site for a vessel of this size and complexity, plus prepatory time, report 
writing, and expenses. The industry standard for a government or contractor TEMPEST 
team is $2500 per man-day, plus all expenses, and per diem. However, the TEMPEST 
inspection can also be performed by only 2-3 people if they are highly skilled and 
properly equipped, but most U.S. Government TSCM, TEMPEST teams and CTTA’s 
tend to be ill equipped, and ill staffed. 

A TEMPEST team can also involve several dozen people, with only 2-3 members 
actually doing the work. It is even more disturbing because the "actual talent" of a 
TEMPEST team is often just one person (the CTTA) who is taking the measurements, 
then 1-2 extra people to adjust antennas, switch cables, and twirling knobs, and then a 
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group who sort of stands behind the scenes in support functions of the small number of 
people who are actually doing the inspection. 

It is quite possible for a small team of only two skilled engineers using the proper 
equipment to perform an instrumented TEMPEST inspection of a vessel of this size and 
complexity in as little as 7 days, although most of the work will be performed by 
computer controlled test equipment that merely needs a human to baby sit the equipment 
and periodically move a cable or to adjust an antenna. 

If in fact, SPAWAR provided a smaller two man instnunented inspection team (or even a 
single engineer) the expense of $121,000 is extremely excessive and should have been 
about a quarter of this amount, or less. 

There needs to be a detailed break down of the charges for the initial $ 1 2 1 ,000 that was 
spent on the 7-day TEMPEST inspection. For example, how much was spent of travel, 
how much on freight, how much for actual on-site measurements, how much was spent 
off site, how much time was a spent writing report, and so on. All of this information is 
totally unclassified, but it will help to prove/disprove that the instrumented tests were 
falsified or not. For example, if the SPAWAR CTTA came out from San Diego there 
would be a charge for his and his teams airplane ticket, and there would be freight 
charges for shipping his (several tons) of equipment out to the shipyard. 

The delicate issue here is that the Coast Quard did the visual TEMPEST inspection, but 
the instrumented TEMPEST team was from SPAWAR (Navy), and it was the Coast 
Quard TEMPEST program manager who found the various serious visual TEMPEST 
compliance problems and who performed the VTl (Visual Tempest Inspection). We see 
that the USCG inspector was performing a 3-day visual inspection during the same time 
that the instrumented inspection by SPAWAR was being performed, which is highly 
irregular. 

If the Coast Guard TEMPEST program manager were not capable of performing the 
instrumented TEMPEST inspection without the assistance of SPAWAR, then he would 
have been unqualified to perform the visual inspection as well, and certainly not qualified 
to issue waivers in regards to TEMPEST matters. 

Normally a visual inspection will be performed well in advance of the instrumented 
inspection is started, not performed at the same time. In fact, the USCG TEMPEST 
program manager should have made a number of inspections of the ship several times 
during the build-out months before the acceptance date, and would have visited the ship 
during the final instrumented TEMPEST inspection (pre-acceptance). Further, the USCG 
TEMPEST program manager would have been on hand from the time the very first 
designs for the ship came off the drawing board, and would have inspected the ship 
dozens of times while it was being built out. 

On review of the initial blueprints for this ship, and ships that followed it the Coast Guard 
program manager would also have discovered several glaring design flaws in that way 
that racks and panel had been located, and would have discovered that the certain systems 
were not being properly isolated from other systems. 
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Should the USCG TEMPEST Manager have actually inspected the wiring, shielding, 
bonding, grounding, and other systems during the build out many of the TEMPEST 
problems would have been identified and corrected well before the SPAWAR TEMPEST 
instrumented testing. The program manager’s periodic visits and implementation of the 
immediate conective measures may have slowed the production cycle down a bit, but 
there would not have been such a huge number of flaws detected during the instrumented 
inspection, and what appears to be a fairly ugly failure of both the visual and the 
instrumented inspection. 

As a result of the TEMPEST program manager, not performing these periodic inspections 
the contractor was paid for incomplete and defective work, and the ship failed its first 
instrumented TEMPEST inspection. As there was no plan of action and milestones laid 
out in advance for this project, there could not have been an implementation of a plan that 
did not exist. 

This serious bungling of the scheduling of the TEMPEST inspections appears to be a 
trend that was following into the other ships as well, and not a situation isolated to just 
this first ship. 

Towards the end of the Matagorda's DD250 documents, it states "TEMPEST re- 
inspections will not be required if Matagorda’s C4ISR configuration is the same as the 
123 class vessel tested in Step 2”. Sadly, the TEMPEST inspector appears to be saying 
that if all of the flaws found are resolved that they do no need to come back in for another 
(expensive) instrumented re-inspection. Nevertheless, this is a serious problem because if 
you fail a visual or instrumented TEMPEST inspection due to equipment not being 
installed correctly, you have to correct the error, and then completely repeat the entire 
TEMPEST inspection. Now if the equipment does not change, then there is no reason to 
repeat the TEMPEST inspection as the results will be the same as the original inspection. 
The document also contradicts itself in also stating that the instrumented TEMPEST 
survey needed to be repeated by SPAWAR. 

This is an example of the "double speak" that was observed throughout the Coast Guard 
documents on this matter. For example, the TEMPEST inspector is saying that you must 
repair several problems, but that the TEMPEST inspection does not need to be repeated 
so long as the equipment is unchanged. If the equipment is in fact modified (by so much 
as a single wire) then the whole inspection has to be performed again. So, the TEMPEST 
inspection team is telling the Coast Guard to go away and stop bothering them, but they 
are couching their wording in such a way so as not to tip offUSCG leadership as to the 
severity of the problem, or in other words, they are using "double speak" to conceal a 
very dangerous and very significant problem. 

The DD250 for this ship further conflicts with itself where a second instrumented 
TEMPEST inspection was ordered to be performed by SPAWAR, but there is no record 
that this second inspection ever took place, and records created since the government 
accepted this ship indicate that to second instrumented inspect has yet taken place. 

It is my professional that the MATAGORDA was not capable of passing both a visual 
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and instrumented inspection, and that the failures of the tests meant that it could not get 
lATO. So they fixed a few things, and it failed the TEMPEST inspections yet a second 
time, so they issued waivers, and ram-rodded the lATO (illegally), loaded up classified 
information (illegally), performed classified testifying (illegally), the then got full ATO 
(illegally), and continued to operate (illegally) until pulled out of service due to hull 
cracks. 

The MATAGORDA had TEMPEST waivers for any visual discrepancies that were not 
corrected. There was not a re-test. MATAGORDA Visual TEMPEST Inspection (VTI) 
was conducted 19-21 February 2004 and produced a list of discrepancies. The 
Instrumented TEMPEST Survey (ITS) for USCG Cutter MATAGORDA was conducted 
1 8 to 24 February 2004 and the result of the survey is classified SECRET. 

MATAGORDA was first given Interim Authority to Operate (lATO) on 14 October 2004 
and Authority to Operate (ATO) on 19 January 2005. (Note; lATO followed the 
COMOPTEVFOR Operational Analysis Assessment (OAA) by approximately 3 weeks.) 
lATO or ATO carmot be granted if there are any compromising emanations. Specific 
results carmot be discussed as they are documented in the classified instrumented survey 
report. 

In October 2004, when lATO was granted, MATAGORDA had outstanding 
discrepancies from her VTI. Visual inspection discrepancies may be waived if, in fact, 
there are no compromising emanations noted by the ITS. The Secure Electrical 
Information Processing System was again inspected by Mr. Ronald T. Porter of the Coast 
Guard Telecommunications and Information Command on 19 December 2004. 

The Coast Guard 123 WPB class TEMPEST waivers were established by TISCOM on 12 
July 2005. (TISCOM Memorandum 2241). An example of a waiver was for an 
unclassified radio located within 3 meters of classified servers. This was identified as a 
discrepancy during visual inspection. The waiver is appropriate since a WPB is a small 
ship and does not have a large communications room or combat information center (as 
you would find on a Navy ship or larger Coast Guard cutter) - the size of the 
communications room on a WPB-123 is only approximately 3 meters by 2.5 meters. This 
physical size makes it impractical to provide the 3-meter separation. The TEMPEST 
instrumented survey results were sufficient so the visual inspection discrepancy should be 
(and was) waived. 

The only reason that the ships "passed" and got ATO is that all of the serious problems 
got waivered, but not actually corrected. 

It is all about smoke, mirrors, and misdirection. 
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MetomoltiB n325) 

Delivered: 13-May-04 

TEMPEST Inspect: 04-Aug-04 (one unresolved problem) 

Date Entered Service: 03-Mar-05 (began service before being issued ATO) 

Authority to Operate: 06- Apr-05 

123” Shutdown; 30-Nov-06 (Coast Guard finds cracks in all 8 ships. . . they leak) 
DHS-OIG Report: 09-Feb-07 (Uncovers Massive Project Failure) 

Attachment D of the 2nd DD250 (Metompkin) mentions that a SPAWAR instrumented 
inspection was performed, but there is no mention that SPAWAR specifically had to 
perform the future instrumented inspections, nor is it mentioned that additional 
instrumented inspections would be required. 

It also appears that there is a falsified documents listed as Attachment D on this DD2S0, 
where there appears to be a claim that instrumented TEMPEST inspections took place 
when there is evidence in other documents that these inspections did not take place. 
Records appear to have been either falsified the doctored. 

The acceptance date was Just over two months after the Matagorda and there does not 
appear to be a charge on the DD250 for an instrumented inspection, but there is a charge 
of $5,000 to prepare a TEMPEST "Plan of Action and Mile Stones" of POA&M, plus a 
charge of $3,000 for the "classified testing" which would actually have been the 
preparation of a POA&M for the TEMPEST and classified testing, not the actual testing 
itself. 

Further, into the TEMPEST issues resolution and classified testing segment of the 
Metompkin there are comments that would lead someone reading the report to suspect 
that an instrumented inspection was performed, but since there is no charge for such an 
inspection on the DD250 the instrumented inspection may have been falsified after the 
massive failure of the first ship. Since the Visual and Instrumented TEMPEST inspection 
both failed, the "classified testing" could not take place as ciphering or keying materials 
(KEYMAT) could not be loaded into a suspect system that was or could be leaking 
classified information. 

The "TEMPEST visual inspection" of the Metompkin was performed independent of an 
instrumented inspection (as it should be), but the charges for an instrumented inspection 
does not appear on the DD250 for this ship, and as such it is likely that no such 
instrumented survey ever actually took place. 

On Metompkin there is an $8000 holdback to resolve the major three TEMPEST 
problems. However, if the cost of making these repairs exceeds the held back money 
(which it does) it is common for the contractor to merely absorb the $8,000 as a loss 
instead of throwing good money after bad. This means that the USCG would have to pay 
the many thousands of dollars to resolve the problems, and merely not pay the contract to 
held back $8,000 as liquidated damages. 
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Unless a documents can be found the specifically states that all of the visual and cabling 
items were resolved, that it passed a second visual AND instrumented inspection you 
should assume that the ships leak secrets, and you should assume that the original 
TEMPEST inspections were either falsified or the records doctored. 

The Metompkin does not appear to have had an instrumented TEMPEST inspection 
performed, but does appear to have had a visual inspection performed. This would have 
been in-line with SPAWAR CTTA possibly rebuking the USCG TEMPEST Program 
Manager over wasting their time for not having completed a visual TEMPEST inspection 
completed prior to scheduling an instrumented inspection. 

Most, but not all TEMPEST and TSCM specialists tends to be extraordinarily attentive to 
even the slightest technical details, and are absolutely obsessed with following rigid rules 
and guidelines for these kinds of inspections, and keeping a tight hold to the technical 
specifications and guidance under which they operate. The technicians and engineers in 
these professions recognize the gravity of that they are trying to protect, and the grave 
consequences of equipment that leaks secrets. 

On the Metompkin, the DD250 bill in incomplete. The question that needs to be resolved 
is the possibility that the charge for the instrumented was not individually noted — but the 
holdback of $8000 was noted (pending correction of the deficiencies noted in the 
instrumented inspection). 

In the Navy OAA II document dated 27-Apr-2005, on page 2 of the chart (item 1 .4), 
second square down on the right-hand side, there is a description of on-going problems 
with the LTP (local tactical picture) and COP (common operational picture, to the extent 
that the system was not yet approved for classified communications and could not be 
used for actual operations. 

The Navy OAA II report further details in line item 1.11 (page 4) that the cutter was 
unable to pass TEMPEST testing and that as a result it was unable to obtain access to 
classified or sensitive information. 

1 have very carefully studied the documents received to date, and in ray opinion, the 
faults found on the visual inspection are truly appalling. The contractor must know that 
they cannot offer this kind of shoddy workmanship on a U.S. Government asset. For 
example, the placing of the IFF cable into the same area as the classified data lines could 
have resulted in a massive breach of classified materials as the signals fi'om this IFF cable 
would have mixed with the classified signals and carried them quite some distance from 
the ship. Had this not been caught by the visual TEMPEST Inspection it could have 
results in an enormous leak of highly classified information that would have affected not 
only this ship, but also all ships, and all aircraft in the U.S. Inventory. 

The contractor who performed all of this work, and the Coast Guard people responsible 
for the pre-acceptance inspections (pre instrumented TEMPEST inspections) are grossly 
at fault here, and their careless disregard for the protection of classified information 
presents a serious liability to our national security. 
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Padre (1328^ 


Delivered: 

TEMPEST Inspect: 
Authority to Operate: 
Date Entered Service: 
123” Shutdown: 
DHS-OIG Report: 


24-Jun-04 

28-Jan-05 (failed, 1 1 unresolved problems or “waives”) 
22-Jun-05 

22-Mar-05 (began service before being issued ATO) 

30-NOV-06 (Coast Guard finds cracks in all 8 ships... they leak) 
09-Feb-07 (Uncovers Massive Project Failure) 


The "TEMPEST visual inspection" of the Padre was performed independent of an 
instrumented inspection (as it should be), but the charges for an instrumented inspection 
does not appear on the DD250 for this ship. 

There also appear to be only a single visual inspection of the PADRE that took place just 
prior to the acceptance, and not a series of inspections at specific milestones along the 
build out. 

Attachment D of the 3rd DD250 (Padre) mentions that a SPAWAR instrumented 
inspection was performed, but there is no mention that SPAWAR specifically had to 
perform the future instrumented inspections, nor is it mentioned that additional 
instrumented inspections would be required. 

It also appears that there is a falsified documents listed as Attachment D on this DD250, 
where there appears to be claims that the instrumented TEMPEST inspections took place 
when there is every evidence found in other documents, that these inspections did not 
take place but were instead either falsified or the record doctored. 

This ship also entered service before is had been granted an official Authority to Operate, 
which indicates that the ship may have had classified materials on board and was passing 
classified traffic and connecting to classified networks, but that it was not legal for it to 
have such access. 

Further this ship was later the subject of an Inspector Generals investigation, and was 
submitted for its first instrumented TEMPEST inspection, but there seems to be some 
confusions to the issue of a fully instrumented inspection taking place by an independent 
inspector, or if the instrumented inspection was hindered by waivers that permitted an 
otherwise defective ship to pass the inspection, but still to be leaking classified 
information. 
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Attu (1317) 


Delivered: 02-Axig-04 

Authority to Operate; 14-Oct-04 
Date Entered Service: 12-May-05 

TEMPEST Inspect: 03-Aug-05 (failed, 15 unresolved problems) 

123” Shutdown: 30-Nov-06 (Coast Guard finds cracks in all 8 ships. . . they leak) 

DHS-OIG Report; 09-Feb-07 (Uncovers Massive Project Failure) 

The "TEMPEST visual inspection" of the Attu was performed independent of an 
instrumented inspection (as it should be), but the charges for the instrumented inspection 
does not appear on the DD2S0 for this ship. 

Attachment C of the 4th DD250 (Attu) mentions that a SPAWAR instrumented 
inspection was performed, but there is no mention that SPAWAR specifically had to 
perform the future instrumented inspections, nor is it mentioned that additional 
instrumented inspections would be required. 

It also appiears that there is a falsified documents listed as Attachment D on this DD250, 
where their appears to be claims that an instrumented TEMPEST inspection took place 
when there is evidence in other documents that these inspections did not take place but 
were instead either falsified or the record doctored. 
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Nunivak n306> 

Delivered; 14-Feb-05 

TEMPEST Inspect: 07-Sep-05 (5 unresolved problems) 

Authority to Operate: IO-Feb-06 
Date Entered Service; 24-Mar-06 

123” Shutdown: 30-Nov-06 (Coast Guard finds cracks in all 8 ships. .. they leak) 

DHS-OIG Report: 09-Feb-07 (Uncovers Massive Project Failure) 

The Nunivak DD250 does not contain any charges for a TEMPEST POA&M, or for any 
classified training. 

The DD250's for this ship does not contain any mention of, schedules for, charges in 
regards to, or any indication that TEMPEST or TEMPEST related work, surveys, or 
planning was every undertaken, completed, or even discussed. 

There is a very high probability that this ship was never approved for legitimate classified 
equipment, codes, ciphers, or to access the classified systems of other agencies. The ship 
would have essentially of no value in support of the Coast Guard mission. 

There also appears to be a number of TEMPEST waivers that the Coast Guard issued as a 
method of making the problems go away on paper, but not in real life, and that the ship 
may have in fact been illegally gaining assess to classified systems via insecure 
equipment if such were being made from the ship. 
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Vasbon 0308*) 


Delivered; 09-Mar-05 

TEMPEST Inspect: 17-Mar-05 (failed, 5 unresolved problems) 

Authority to Operate; lO-Feb-06 
Date Entered Service; 08-Aug-06 

1 23” Shutdown: 30-Nov-06 (Coast Guard finds cracks in all 8 ships. . . they leak) 

DHS-OIG Report: 09-Feb-07 (Uncovers Massive Project Failure) 


The DD250's for this ship does not contain any mention of, schedules for, charges in 
regards to, or any indication that TEMPEST or TEMPEST related work, surveys, or 
planning was every undertaken, completed, or even discussed. 

There is a very high probability that this ship was never approved for legitimate classified 
equipment, codes, ciphers, or to access the classified systems of other agencies. The ship 
would have essentially of no value in support of the Coast Guard mission. 

There also appears to be a number of TEMPEST waivers that the Coast Guard issued as a 
method of making the problems go away on paper, but not in real life, and that the ship 
may have in fact been illegally gaining assess to classified systems via insecure 
equipment if such were being made from the ship. 
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Monhegag (1305) 


Delivered: 

Authority to Operate: 
TEMPEST Inspect: 
123” Shutdown: 
DHS-OIG Report: 
Date Entered Service: 


03-0ct-05 

lO-Feb-06 

03-Nov-06 (failed again, 19 major problems) 

3O-N0V-O6 (Coast Guard finds cracks in all 8 ships... they leak) 
09-Feb-07 (Uncovers Massive Project Failure) 

Not Operating, Never Actually Used 


The DD250's for this ship does not contain any mention of, schedules for, charges in 
regards to, or any indication that TEMPEST or TEMPEST related work, surveys, or 
planning was every undertaken, completed, or even discussed. 

There is a very high probability that this ship was never approved for legitimate classified 
equipment, codes, ciphers, or to access the classified systems of other agencies. The ship 
would have essentially of no value in support of the Coast Guard mission. 


There also appears to be a number of TEMPEST waivers that the Coast Guard issued as a 
method of making the problems go away on paper, but not in real life, and that the ship 
may have in fact been illegally gaining assess to classified systems via insecure 
equipment if such were being made from the ship. 
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Manitou (1302^ 

Delivered: 13-Jan-06 

TEMPEST Inspect: 23-Jan-06 (failed again, 14 unresolved problems) 

Authority to Operate; lO-Feb-06 
Date Entered Service: 05-Apr-06 

123” Shutdown: 30-Nov-06 (Coast Guard finds cracks in all 8 ships... they leak) 

DHS-OIG Report: 09-Feb-07 (Uncovers Massive Project Failure) 


The DD250’s for this ship does not contain any mention of, schedules for, charges in 
regards to, or any indication that TEMPEST or TEMPEST related work, surveys, or 
planning was every undertaken, completed, or even discussed. 

There is a very high probability that this ship was never approved for legitimate classified 
equipment, codes, ciphers, or to access the classified systems of other agencies. The ship 
would have essentially of no value in support of the Coast Guard mission. 

There also appears to be a number of TEMPEST waivers that the Coast Guard issued as a 
method of making the problems go away on paper, but not in real life, and that the ship 
may have in fact been illegally gaining assess to classified systems via insecure 
equipment if such were being made from the ship. 


Testimony of James M. Atkinson, President and Sr. Cngiaeert Granite Island Croup 
Before tbe House Committee on Transportaiioo and left^striKtire 
U.S. Coast Guard Budget and Oversight Hearing, April 18, 2007 


3101168 



182 


123’ Cutters Present a “High Risk” 

In a letter to Congress (attached Rupprecht letter dated 13-Apr-07), the Coast Guard 
admits the 123’ class of cutters represented a “high risk” for physical connectivity in 
regards to TEMPEST, COMSEC and related technical security disciplines. Essentially, 
the first four cutters failed inspections, and were deemed a TEMPEST and COMSEC 
hazard. While the Coast Guard resolved several of these issues that created the initial test 
failures, other problems where simply ignored, or were issued waivers. 

The issuing of these waivers circumvented the TEMPEST inspection failures, and rather 
then resolving the TEMPEST issues, the Coast Guard merely pretended that they did not 
exist to “certify” the cutters. This allowed the Coast Guard the tell SPAWAR that the 
cutters now were certified, and as such they could now handle classified information, 
even though this was a “high risk” proposition. 

By permitting the Coast Guard to certify their own assets, a very dangerous situation has 
developed that endangers national security. If these problems are present in the 123’ 
cutter, Deepwater program they are likely present in other Deepwater and related 
programs as well. 

1 would encourage the government to freeze all work, on all ships or projects the 
Deepwater, firms are involved in until competent inspectors can get on-board and 
rigorously review the work that has been performed to date to ensure that ships will pass 
both rigorous a visual TEMPEST and instrumented inspection without waivers, falsified 
test results, or doctored documents. 

Further, I would strongly recommend that the ships that were previously built by this firm 
be carefully reviewed in regards to both visually and with instrumented TEMPEST 
inspections to see if previous problems have been corrected, or if indeed any of them 
have actually fiilly passed as opposed to being waivered. 

This is a very, very grave situation, and a waste of $64 million dollars that the Coast 
Guard could have used for better things. .. please do not let it continue. 
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Aa Organized Patteni of Malfeasance 

This pattern of malfeasance and oversight problem can be explained is the following way. 

1) There was never a plan to have these ships pass a TEMPEST inspection in 
place when the ships where being built, nor considered when the initial contracts 
and blueprints were drafted. 

2) When the ships were built the classified communications systems were 
installed in a haphazard manner, with little or no regard to industry and/or U.S. 
govenunent standards. 

3) The configtiration of the equipment, positioning, shielding, bonding, and 
grounding did not comply with that required to protect classified information 
systems. 

4) These ships leak secrets, and based on the documents, which I have examined 
and some of which are attached to this document I, feel that they continue to leak 
secrets to this day. 

5) Just prior to acceptance several of these ships were subjected to a visual and 
instrumented TEMPEST inspection, and in all cases, the ships failed both the 
visual and the instrumented inspections. 

6) The contractor has not completed the remedial actions required for the ships to 
pass either a full visual or an instrumented TEMPEST inspection. 

7) As such the ships are not allowed to have classified ciphering materials, 
scramblers, classified software, or classified operating systems on board as adding 
these systems to the ship would result in the unauthorized disclosure of classified 
information. 

8) The ships have to fully clear both a SERIES of visual inspections during build 
out, then a simulator inspection (which is often not performed), then an 
instrumented inspection, and they apply for a interim authority to operate, and 
with this lATO they can load the ciphers and software that will allow them to pass 
classified information into the C4ISR systems on-board the ships. 

9) But, this assumes that the C4ISR systems themselves have been deemed secure 
independent from the TEMPEST testing. TEMPEST deals with the hardware side 
of the problems, but the C4ISR systems must also pass a series of standards that 
deals with finding backdoors in the computers and evaluating weak points in the 
software and firmware. There is significant documentation that the systems on 
board these ships also failed the software security examinations as well as the 
TEMPEST inspections. 
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10) Once everything passes the actual authority to operate (ATO) is granted, the 
C4ISR systems becomes live with classified signals and data, and the next phase 
of testing can be undertaken. 

1 1) At this point you would normally perform NONSTOP evaluations and search 
for einy HIJACK vulnerabilities (you have to have classified data and all 
communications systems usable and data seamlessly flowing to do this,) and 
would then begin the classified testing. 

1 2) Once the government fully takes over the ship, but before it is dispatched on a 
real-world mission the ship would normally be subjected to a TSCM or Technical 
Surveillance Measures inspection to ensure that no eavesdropping devices are 
present. During this TSCM inspection, the TEMPEST inspection would be 
repeated to include the visual and instrumented inspection that would be far more 
rigorous then the original TEMPEST inspections. 

1 3) It would be highly desirable for the TSCM team, and the TEMPEST 
inspectors involved in these final series of inspections to not have any prior 
involvement in prior Deepwater ships, no links to ICGS, and no links to 
Lockheed, 


Mind Set 

The mind-set of a TEMPEST inspector is that nothing is there until you can prove 
otherwise. Their job is to stop or limit compromising emanations and the technical leaks 
of classified information. 

A TSCM inspector on the other hand always assumes that an eavesdropper is active or 
that a bugging device is present until they can scientifically prove otherwise. As you can 
see a TEMPEST, inspection has a different assumption then that of a TSCM inspection 
that is why both need to be performed before a vessel is operated in earnest. 


The Bottom Line 


These ships have since been decommissioned due to the hulls cracking and water leaks, 
due to a poorly designed modification and shoddy workmanship. There is good reason to 
believe they will never be in service again. Once the hulls cracked, all efforts to resolve 
the TEMPEST problems appear to have been completely suspended. 

The Coast Guard now has eight worthless ships, for which they wasted $64 million 
dollars. . . how much money have they wasted on other assets that do not work, and will 
the new National Security Cutter be as equally a monumental failure... will it actually 
float, or will it too develop huge cracks in the hull and massive leaks of classified 
information? 
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Recommendations 


Salvage all usable electronics, tactical, and mechanical equipment from all eight cutters. 
Sell the stripped ships for scrap metal 

Demand a partial refund of monies from ICGS, and consider DLA debarment 
proceedings the responsible contractors for fraud. 

Immediately suspend all projects associated with ICGS and with Lockheed Martin in 
regards to the Deepwater program until all Coast Guard assets have been completely 
brought up to par, and completely re-inspected from scratch. 

Request that this Committee and the U.S. Department of Justice investigate the faulty 
workmanship that caused the hull cracks, and all other shoddy workmanship present on 
this project, and that criminal proceedings be undertaken should such be warranted. 

Request the U.S. Department of Justice immediately initiate a counterintelligence 
investigation into the TEMPEST flaws on these ships to determine if these flaws were the 
result of the efforts of a foreign government, or merely just shoddy design and 
workmanship. 

Request the U.S. Government, and more specifically the TEMPEST engineers and 
students from the National Security Agency be allowed to examine this ship as a “lesson 
learned” program before the ships are dismantled or stripped. By studying the problems 
(that still doubtlessly exists) in these ships, the national TEMPEST and TSCM can be 
enhanced as a whole by learning from these mistakes. This would turn these eight ships 
into a temporary training range for the TSCM and TEMPEST profession. 

Conduct an investigation into the entire Coast Guard TEMPEST program to determine 
the extent to which the USCG was, or is issuing waivers in lieu of legitimate TEMPEST 
inspections, installations, maintenance, and repairs. 

It appears that none of the ships has ever actually passed a TEMPEST inspection, and 
that a huge number of major flaws were found on all ships, and that after the first four of 
ships grossly failing that the stopped all TEMPEST testing for the second four ships. 

In order to perform a TEMPEST, NONSTOP, and HIJACK testing you must have all 
operational gear installed and active. If the piece of equipment requires a key to operate 
(such as the ARC -2 10) you use a testing key or a simulator during the testing, and then 
once you have lATO authority to operate you can load up the real keys and software, and 
retest. 

Your Committee also needs to request the work schedules of all USCG, and SPAWAR 
TEMPEST employees and contractors to see how often they went out to the shipyard 
before the instrumented tests, and then investigate their activities during the periods of 
interest. Essentially, you want to see all of their movements and activities during the 
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entire deepwater program. 

In ray professional opinion none of the ships (all 8 of them) are capable of passing either 
a visual or an instrumented TEMPEST examination, but rather failed miserably, which 
required that the government hold back money until the failure points were corrected. 
There this minimal documentation that any of these problems were actually fully 
corrected after delivery (other then a few minor problems, when the major problems were 
ignored). 

The bottom line, is that based on the documents I have reviewed these ships are all a 
major liability to our national defense. 

It is possible that the USCG has corrected the entire problem, and has had the ships 
subjected to a new visual and instrumented inspection, but there is no documentation to 
even hope that they have done this. 

The Coast Guard has been very obstructive to this inquiry, has not been reasonably 
responsive in providing information, and instead provides mere fragments. They seem to 
issuing glowing press releases about the Deepwater program instead releasing the 
documents detailing the TEMPEST and other problems. In a nutshell, the Coast Guard 
has been giving this committee nothing but lip service. 

While the Navy did not actually certify the TEMPEST inspections, but were merely 
contractors that performed the instrumented tests, while the Coast Guard performed the 
visual inspections. 

Instead, the Coast Guard “self certified” themselves, but lacked the technical 
competencies and equipment to perform the instrumented TEMPEST tests on their own. 
This is a tell-tale sign that the USCG should not have been involved in their own 
TEMPEST program at all. The Navy SPAWAR does issue "pass/fail" recommendations 
on USN installations, but they specifically do not do that for the Coast Guard. 

After carefully studying the documents relative to the Coast Guard Deepwater program I 
have become reasonably convinced that there has likely been criminal conduct and gross 
negligence on the part of one or more Coast Guard, and Navy employees or members, 
and that there has likely also been criminal conduct and gross negligence on the part of 
the contractor, and subcontractors in a secondary capacity. 

In my professional opinion the bungling of the Deepwater 123' program (as least on the 
TEMPEST, COMSEC, Ciphering, and Technical Security side) has resulted in the 
"losing defense information" and the unauthorized disclosure of classified information, 
codes, ciphers, and related systems as defined by Title 1 8, Sec. 793, and Section 798 due 
to gross negligence. 

It is my professional opinion that by the Coast Guard operating these ships absent proper 
TEMPEST inspections that they, the Navy, and the contractor have disclosed highly 
classified information to our enemies. 
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The issuing of these TEMPEST waivers is the smoking gun, and I feel that they are only 
the tip of the proverbial iceberg. 

If the Navy had even the slightest idea that waivers were being claimed and that the 
problems were not being corrected (bur rather falsified or the records doctored) they were 
duty bound to notify the cognizant authorities that the ships did not meet NSA TEMPEST 
standards, and hence to move to revoke any waivers. 

I believe that the proper terminology is "accessory before the fact", as SPA WAR knew of 
upcoming illegal activities involving the disclosure of classified information, and while 
they may not have been the certifying authority for the USCG, he had full knowledge that 
at least one or more ships failed. 

If the USCG is not qualified to perform these instrumented tests themselves, then they are 
not qualified to issue the waivers either. It is a bit of a double-edged sword of many 
excuses. 

"TEMPEST waivers for any visual discrepancies" can also called "doctoring a 
TEMPEST inspection," since they could not get the ship to actually pass the inspection 
they covered the discrepancies with waivers and falsified documents. In some circles this 
is also called “pencil whipping” the inspection. 

The results of the instrumented TEMPEST inspection are not classified, the actual report 
is classified, or more specifically 10% of the final report is classified. I would point out 
that during the DD250 that the USCG discloses that both the visual and instrumented 
inspections failed. 

1 ATO and ATO can be granted if all of the TEMPEST visual and instrumented violations 
where falsified with "waivers". They could have also issued waivers for screen doors on 
submarines, but that docs not mean that the submarines will be any safer or more secure. 

The "Coast Guard 123 WPB class TEMPEST waivers" comments means that the Coast 
Guard just decided to abandon the TEMPEST standards and inspections right after 
PADRE failed (again), but gave PADRE Authority to Operate anyway (with falsified 
TEMPEST waivers). So discovered that the only way to get the ships to pass was to not 
inspect them in the first place. 


SPAWAR’s Involvement and Comments 


According to the Navy, visual inspections are normally conducted first so that 
discrepancies can be corrected before the instrumented test, which is comparatively both 
expensive and time consuming. However, there is no technical reason to preclude doing 
both at the same time. Scheduling is a USCG decision. They do not recall when the 
visual inspection was done since SPAWAR did not perform the visual inspection. The 
USCG may have performed the visual inspection during the first day since SPAWAR had 
the night shift. SPAWAR recalls having information about visual discrepancies during 
the test, but do not recall the details. However, it was SPAWARs understanding at the 
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time that Lockheed Martin did not intend to correct visual discrepancies, so there was no 
reason to perform the visual inspection in advance of the instrumented test. 

Lockheed Martin/ICGS has stated that they were not responsible for TEMPEST; 
SPAWAR claimed that they could only run the instrumented tests, but could not certify 
anything. The Coast Guard lacked the expertise, equipment, or resources to perform their 
own inspections so it turned into a case of everybody claimed that someone else was 
responsible for the problem. 

SPAWAR tested two 123' hulls, the USCGC Matagorda in February 2004 and the 
USCGC Padre in July 2006. SPAWAR did not track or record installation changes 
between the hulls, nor was that a requirement— SPAWAR just tested what was equipment 
was there when they conducted the test. The test results are again classified. SPAWAR 
did not make a recommendation, either for or against, TEMPEST certification in the 
report for the Padre. 


The Coast Guard and ICGS is Playing Games 

While MIL-HDBK-232A does involve many TEMPEST topic matters it is not the "Core 
Document", nor should it be considered "THE" TEMPEST standard by any means. If 
M1L-HDBK-232A is the only document, which they list as the only contractual 
requirement, then there was never any formal requirement for TEMPEST compliance in 
the program, only a specification of distances between equipment and cables. 

The Coast Guard had admitted that the only standard or protocol that they required for 
TEMPEST certification was only one publications, that being “MIL-HDBK-232A” 

A list of relevant government standards, which should have been listed within the 
contracts and the designs, are amended to this document. 

When the ships began failing all of their TEMPEST inspections the issue of “other 
standard and specifications” started being brought up. While we initially see that the 
USCG and SPAWAR quoted violations in regards to NSTISSAN 2-95 and lA PUB 
5239-31, but in October 2005, the USCG inspector began trying to apply Air Force 
standards to the matter at hand to obtain a waiver. 

This dragging in an Air Force standard is a case of “document shopping” where the Coast 
Guard and/or ICGS didn’t like what the NSA standards for TEMPEST said, so they 
shopped around for another government standard that they could quote that would let 
them get away with a waiver of a dangerous situation. 

This is akin to a child not liking the answer one parent give them, only to run to the other 
parent to ask the same question in order to get an override. 

The interesting issue here is that by seeking a waiver under AFMAN 33-2 14V2, the 
Coast Guard states that cheap Mylar/foil shielding may be used in cases where the digital 
signals are less the 5,000 bits per second (or 5Kbps). The CAT 5E cables that are at issue 
are actually capable of speeds up to, and in excess of 100 million bits per second (or 
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100Mbps), or twenty thousand times faster. If the cable were merely used for ISDN 
communications for a STE connection then the data speeds involved would be 192kbps, 
which is 38 times faster then the USAF specification. In either regards, brining up an Air 
Force specification, as an excuse as to why he Coast Guard should issue a waiver on the 
matter is ludicrous, but it also shows just how desperate the Coast Guard was to cover up 
the problem. 


In Summary 


I have serious discomfort and grave concerns with the prospect of any further asset 
deliveries, given what I have seen by studying documents regarding the Deepwater 
program... the men and women of the Coast Guard have a tough job to do, and they 
deserve better then ships that leak, and are unusable. 

It has been on honor to be of service to my country in this matter, and an honor to render 
assistance to this committee. 

Thank you, 

James M. Atkinson 
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Amendment One 


At an absolute minimal, these ships should have rigorously adhered to the following 
government standards in concerning TEMPEST and their associated disciplines. These 
standards should have been adhered to from the date the first drawings were prepared 
until the current time. 


NSA-82-89, NACSIM 5000, TEMPEST Fundamentals, National Security Agency. 

NACSIM 5004, Tempest Countermeasures for Facilities within the United States, 
National COMSEC Instruction 

NACSIM 5005, Tempest Countermeasures for Facilities outside the United States, 
National COMSEC Instruction, NACSIM 5005 

NACSIM 5009, Technical Rational: Basis for Electromagnetic Compromising 
Emanations Limits 

NACSIM 5100A Compromising Emanations Laboratory Test Requirements, 
Electromagnetics. National Security Telecommunications and Information System 
Security (NSTISS) 

NACSIM 5108, Receiver and Amplifier Characteristics Measurement Procedures 

NACSIM 5109, TEMPEST Testing Fundamentals 

NACSIM 5112, NONSTOP Evaluation Techniques 

NACSIM 5201, TEMPEST Guidelines for Equipment System Design 

NSA 82-90, NACSIM 5203, Guidelines for Facility Design and RED/BLACK 
Installation, National Security Agency 

NSA 65-5, NACSIM 5204, RF Shielded Acoustical Enclosures for Communications 
Equipment: General Specification, National Security Agency 

NSA 65-6, NACSIM 5204, R.F. Shielded Enclosures for Communications Equipment: 
General Specification, National Security Agency 

NSA 73-2A, NACSIM 5204, National Security Agency Specification for Foil RF 
Shielded Enclosure, National Security Agency 

NSA 89-01 (Draft), NACSIM 5204, National Security Agency Specification for a High 
Performance Shielded Enclosure, National Security Agency 
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NC SC 3, TEMPEST Glossary 

NTISSI 4002, Classification Guide for COMSEC Information 

NTISSI 7000, National Telecommunications and Information Systems Security 
Instruction, TEMPEST Countermeasures for Facilities. 

NTISSP 300, National Telecommunications and Information Systems Security Policy, 
National Policy on the Control of Compromising Emanations 

NSTISSAM TEMPEST 1-92, Compromising Emanations Laboratory Test Requirements, 
Electromagnetics. National Security Telecommunications and Information System 
Security (NSTISS) 

NSTISSAM TEMPEST 1-93, Compromising Emanations Field Test Requirements 
Electromagnetics 

NSTISSAM TEMPEST 2-91 , Compromising Emanations Analysis Handbook, National 
Security Telecommunications and Information Systems Security Advisory Memorandum 

NSTISSAM TEMPEST 2-92, Procedures for TEMPEST Zoning 

NSTISSAM TEMPEST 2-95, RED/BLACK Installation Guidance, National Security 
Telecommunications and Information Systems Security Advisory Memorandum 

NSTISSAM TEMPEST 3-91, Maintenance and Disposition of TEMPEST Equipment 

INFOSEC System Security Products & Services Catalog, October 1990, National 
Security Agency 

DOD Directive C-5000.19, Control of Compromising Emanations 

MIL-STD-461 E, Department of Defense Interface Standard, Requirements for the 
Control of Electromagnetic Interference Characteristics of Subsystems and Equipment. 

MIL-STD-IB8-124B, Military Standard Grounding, Bonding and Shielding for Common 
Long Haul/Tactical Communication Systems including Ground Based Communications- 
Electronics Facilities and Equipment. 

MIL-HDBK-232, Red/Black Engineering - Installation Guidelines. 

MIL-HDBK-4 1 1 A, Long Haul Communications (DCS), Power and Environmental 
Control for Physical Plant. 

MIL-HDBK-4 19, Grounding, Bonding, and Shielding for Electronic Equipment and 
Facilities. 

MIL-HDBK-1 195, Radio Frequency Shielded Enclosures 
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MIL-STD-188-124, Grounding, Bonding, and Shielding for Common Long Haul and 
Tactical Communications Systems, 

MIL-STD-285, Method of Attenuation Measurement for Enclosures, Electromagnetic 
Shielding for Electronic Test Purposes. 

FCC 47CFR, Radio Frequency Devices. 

MIL-STD-464, Electromagnetic Environmental Effects Requirements for Systems. 

MIL-STD-469, Radar Engineering Interface Requirements, Electromagnetic 
Compatibility Metric. 

MIL-STD-1542B, Electromagnetic Compatibility and Grounding Requirements for 
Space System Facilities. 

M1L-HDBK-235/1B, Electromagnetic (Radiated) Environment Considerations for 
Design and Procurement of Electrical and Electronic Equipment, Subsystems and 
Systems. 

M1L-HDBK-237B, Electromagnetic Environmental Effects on Platforms, Systems, and 
Equipment. 

M1L-HDBK-241B, Design Guide for EMI Reduction in Power Supplies. 

MIL-HDBK-15 12, Electroexplosive Subsystems, Electrically Initiated, Design 
Requirements and Test Methods. 

MIL-HDBK-18S7, Grounding, Bonding and Shielding Design Practices. 

OPNAVINST C5510.93E, Navy Implementation of National Policy on Control of 
Compromising Emanations 

AR 380-19-1, Control of Compromising Emanations, September 1990 (Army) 

ANSI/IEEE C63.2, Standard for Instrumentation-Electromagnetic 
Noise and Field Strength, 10 kHz to 40 GHz, Specifications 

ANSI/IEEE C63.4, Standard for Electromagnetic Compatibility, Radio-Noise Emissions 
from Low Voltage Electrical and Electronic Equipment in the Range of 9 kHz to 40 GHz, 
Methods of Measurement 

ANSI/IEEE C63.14, Standard Dictionary for Technologies of Electromagnetic 
Compatibility (EMC), Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP), and Electrostatic Discharge (ESD) 

ANSl/NCSL Z540-1, General Requirements for Calibration Laboratories and Measuring 
and Test Equipment 
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Amendment Two 


It is my professional recommendation that this Committee request that the Coast Guard 
immediately supply you the following EXACT information for each of the eight cutters. 

The proper answer to each of these questions is either: Yes, No, or a specific date, a 
person’s name, and so on. You should assume that you are being forced to deal with the 
Coast Guard leadership, as a hostile witness, and that they are being evasive in their 
direct answers. As such, you must now ask harsh, but questions to which they can only 
supply simple, yet direct answers. 

I recommend that you insist that the Coast Guard provide these exact questions with 
exact answers and that no answer be qualified with a footnote or answered in any evasive 
way. I further recommend that you give the Coast Guard one request for each of the eight 
ships, and that they give you the answer in the form of nanative form. 

You may also find it prudent to expand this query to not only include the eight 123’ 
cutters, but also to include all assets in the Coast Guard inventory acquired in the past 10 
years to include the National Security Cutter, and all other assets capable of C41SR 
access, or with access to classified systems or networks including those which may be 
legacy assets, and projects that are still on the drawing board. 


In regards to Hull/Keel Number xxxx, also known as xxxxx (asset name) please provide 
the following answers. 

la) What date was the (fill in the asset name and number) subjected to it's first visual 
TEMPEST inspection by the contractor 

lb) On what dates did the contractor provide any additional visual TEMPEST inspections 

l c) What were the results of each of these visual tests performed by the contactor 

l d) Who performed these visual inspections 

le) What were the results of this inspection 

1 f) What documentation exists in regards to this inspection 


2a) On what dates did the contractor subject the (insert name) cutter to any kind of 
instrumented TEMPEST inspection 

2b) On what dates did the contractor provide any additional instrumented TEMPEST 
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inspections 

2c) What were the results of each of these instrumented tests performed by the contractor 

2d) Who performed these instrumented inspections 

2e) What were the results of this inspection 

2f) What documentation exists in regards to this inspection 

3a) What date was the (fill in the name and number) cutter subjected to it's first visual 
TEMPEST inspection by the USCQ 

3b) On what dates did the USCG provide any additional visual TEMPEST inspections 

3c) What were the results of each of these visual tests performed by the USCG 

3d) Who performed these visual inspections 

3e) What were the results of this inspection 

3f) What documentation exists in regards to this inspection 

4a) On what dates did the USCG subject the (insert name) cutter to any kind of 
instrumented TEMPEST inspection 

4b) On what dates did the USCG provide any additional instrumented TEMPEST 
inspections 

4c) What were the results of each of these instrumented tests performed by the contractor 

4d) Who performed these instrumented inspections 

4e) What were the results of this inspection 

4f) What documentation exists in regards to this inspection 

5a) What date was the (fill in the name and number) cutter subjected to it's first visual 
TEMPEST inspection by Space and Naval Warfare Center (SPAWAR) 

5b) On what dates did SPAWAR provide any additional visual TEMPEST inspections 

5c) What were the results of each of these visual tests performed by the SPAWAR 

5d) Who performed these visual inspections on behalf of SPAWAR 
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5e) What were the results of this inspection performed by SPA WAR 
50 What documentation exists in regards to this inspection by SPA WAR 

6a) On what dates did SPAWAR subject the (insert name) cutter to any kind of 
instrumented TEMPEST inspection 

6b) On what dates did SPAWAR provide any additional instrumented TEMPEST 
inspections 

6c) What were the results of each of these instrumented tests performed by SPAWAR 

6d) Who performed these instrumented inspections for SPAWAR 

6e) What were the results of this inspection by SPAWAR 

60 What documentation exists in regards to this inspection by SPAWAR 


7a) What date was the (fill in the name and number) cutter subjected to it’s first visual 
TEMPEST inspection by other U.S. Govenunenl agency or contractor to include, but not 
be limited to the Navy, Army, Department of State, Central Intelligence Agency, DISA, 
NS A, or any contractor or employee. 

7b) On what dates did any other contractor or government agency provide any additional 
visual TEMPEST inspections 

7c) What were the results of each of these visual tests performed by the any other 
contractor or government agency 

7d) Who performed these visual inspections on behalf of any other contractor or 
government agency 

7e) What were the results of this inspection performed by any other contractor or 
government agency 

7f) What documentation exists in regards to this inspection by any other contractor or 
government agency 


8a) On what dates did any other contractor or government agency subject the (insert 
name) cutter to any kind of instrumented TEMPEST inspection 

8b) On what dates did any other contractor or government agency provide any additional 
instrumented TEMPEST inspections 
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8c) What were the results of each of these instrumented tests performed by any other 
contractor or government agency 

8d) Who performed these instrumented inspections for any other contractor or 
government agency 

8e) What were the results of this inspection by any other contractor or government 
agency 

8f) What documentation exists in regards to this inspection by any other contractor or 
government agency 


9a) On what date did this ship pass it's latest visual TEMPEST inspection 

9b) On what date did this ship pass it’s latest instrumented inspection 

9c) On what date was the interim authority to operate (lATO) granted 

9d) On what date was classified ciphering materials in any form brought on board the 
ship 

9e) On what date was classified keys or ciphering materials loaded into cryptographic 
equipment, or loaded into radios or other devices capable to utilizing ciphering and/or 
keying materials. 

9f) On what was the classified software loaded onto any computer, radio, or device that 
may have not been included in the prior question. 

9g) One what date was classified testing initiated on this ship, by whom 

9h) On what date was classified testing completed on this ship, by whom, and what were 
the results 

9i) On what dates was the NONSTOP evaluation performed on this ship, what 
countermeasures where performed, and by whom. 

9j) One what date was the first authority to operate issued or granted. 

9k) After the first authority to operate (ATO) was granted, what was the date of the 
ciphering materials being changed, from whom, and under what COMSEC account 
number. 

91) Please list the names and contact information for all COMSEC custodians who 
provided cipher, COMSEC, or other classified software, firmware, or hardware items to 
this ship since the USCG took possession fi'om the contractor. This includes all time prior 
to the lATO, the time between the lATO and the ATO, and all time up to the present 
date. 
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9m) Provide the date when the ship last passed any classified traffic though any 
shipboard communications, C4ISR, navigation, cell phone, or other mechanism of 
security of communications. 

9n) Provide a date(s) of any TSCM inspection performed on this ship, by whom, what 
were the results 

9o) Provide the dates of any COMSEC equipment being removed from the ship 

9p) Provide the dates that ciphering materials were last removed from the ship 

9q) Provide the dates that the COMSEC or classified operating software was last 
removed from the ship 

9r) Does this ship cunently contain any classified COMSEC, Ciphering, or other 
communications equipment 

9s) Has any member of the USCG (or any other branch of the military) crew of this ship 
lost their security clearance, or had it revolted or suspended, or been involved in any 
judicial or non-judicial disciplinary action. What position did these people serve in, what 
was the final disposition? 

9t) What was the highest level of classified information that was ever processed by way 
of the on-board communications (C4) system, SBU, Confidential, Secret, Top Secret? 

9u) What date was the ARC-2 10 removed or decommissioned 

9v) What date was the IFF or UPX-28 removed or decommissioned 

9w) What date was the C41SR system decommissioned, disconnected, or removed. 

9x) What is the date that the contractor, SPAWAR, or USCG loaded or updated the 
C41SR software 

9y) On what date was the MF/HF or RT-9000 or other elements or the HF system 
removed or decommissioned 


1 Oa) Has this ship or other asset traveled into the littoral waters of any nation other then 
that of the United State, if so when, and what country 

1 Ob) Has this ship traveled within 250 miles of the coast line of any other nation, if so, 
when, and what country. 


10c) Since taking possession of the ship (after the acceptance date noted on the DD250) 
have any foreign nationals been on this ship, who, for what reason, why, and what access 
where they allowed on the ship, and where did they go or visit while on-board. 
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1 la) What is the date when the first classified email message or other correspondence of 
an electronic nature was transmitted or received on this ship 

11b) What is the power level on the output of the power amplifier of the IFF system. 

1 Ic) What is the power level on the output of the power amplifier of the ARC -2 10 line of 
sight system. 

1 Id) What is the power level on the output of the power amplifier of the ARC-210 
SATCOM system. 

1 le) What is the power level on the output of the power amplifier of the MF/HF system. 

Ilf) What is the power level on the output of the power amplifier of the VHF Marine 
communications system. 

1 Ig) What is the power level on the output of the power amplifier of the UHF paging 
system. 

1 Ih) What is the power level on the output of the power amplifier of the RADAR system. 
1 li) What is the frequency range on the RADAR system. 

1 Ij) What is the pulse rate of the RADAR system, what is the pulse rise time, and what is 
the pulse repetition rate 


12a) Has any radio or system on-board this ship been loaded with HAVE QUICK 
waveforms, related COMSEC keys, ciphering materials, or integrated or external 
ECM/ECCM modules. If so when where they installed, when where they removed, and 
by whom. 

12b) Has any radio or system on-board this ship been loaded with HAVE QUICK II 
waveforms, related COMSEC keys, ciphering materials, or integrated or external 
ECM/ECCM modules. If so when where they installed, when where they removed, and 
by whom. 

12c) Has any radio or system on-board this ship been loaded with SINCGARS 
waveforms, related COMSEC keys, ciphering materials, or integrated or external 
ECM/ECCM modules. If so when where they installed, when where they removed, and 
by whom. 

12d) Has any radio or system on-board this ship been loaded with DAM A waveforms, 
related COMSEC keys, ciphering materials, or integrated or external ECM/ECCM 
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modules. If so when where they installed, when where they removed, and by whom. 

12e) Has any radio or system on-board this ship been loaded with TALON waveforms, 
related COMSEC keys, ciphering materials, or integrated or external ECM/ECCM 
modules. If so when where they installed, when where they removed, and by whom. 

12f) Has any radio or system on-board this ship been loaded with SATURN waveforms, 
related COMSEC keys, ciphering materials, or integrated or external ECM/ECCM 
modules. If so when where they installe4 when where they removed, and by whom. 


1 3a) What was this ship first approved for full connection to SIPRNET, to what level 

1 3b) When was this ship last approved for full connection to SIPRNET, what is the 
current status 

1 3c) At any time was connectivity to SIPRNET ever revoked, denied, or suspended for 
any reason. 

14a) Has any communications system onboard this ship or this asset ever been considered 
“high risk” by any other govermnent agency such as the Navy or any other agency or 
contractor. 

14b) Has any government agency ever refused or declined to provide classified 
information to this ship or asset due to the risk level presented by the posture or condition 
of the TEMPEST inspections, COMSEC systems, or C4)SR systems. 
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Attachments 


The following attached documents are completely unclassified, and provide TEMPEST 
and COMSEC details of how the Coast Guard accepted defective equipment, then how 
the vessels failed TEMPEST evaluations, how a small number of the TEMPEST 
problems were resolved, and how the rest were quietly covered up, waivered, or ignored 
to get these cutters rushed into service before it was safe to do so. 

This small number of documents is by no means inclusive of those, which were available, 
but merely those involving the TSCM, TEMPEST, EMI, EMC, COMSEC, C41SR, and 
related areas of study. 

I strongly recommend that this committee compel the Coast Guard to open a candid and 
timely release of all unclassified documents relative to all elements of all USCG 
TEMPEST, TSCM, COMSEC, and C41SR systems that may involve the Bluewater 
program, ICGS, and Lockheed Martin. 


Ttstlmony of James M. Atkiosoot Presideat aid Sr. EogincertGraBite Isliod Group 
Before the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastruetyre 
U.S. Coast Guard Budget and Oversight Hearing, Aprii 18, Z007 


50 of 168 



201 


MATERIAL INSPECTION AND RECEIVING REPORT 
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$10,000.00 

|04 

CDRL Exceptions 

1 

Loi 

5243,500.00 

5243400.00 


21. CONTRACT QUAUTY ASSIRANCE 

s. OtUCW 

MCOA fn ACCEPTAHCE of fcwd ««ru 
hH MM (MM by IM w ilirtMr my MbNVlMM m 

dwy cenMrni to eaurset. snipt m mom Nrabt « 

M wpoortbiQ oecidMntt. 


a. oiTTiNAnow 

nCClA r ~1 ACqPTAMCEorfasioa MimM* 

OMU MOM by IM «r «»VM( ny TUMrvsiMi snb My 

erntfonn to <er«Mt. «k«m m rotw) Mmin or on 

fuBpwwg ooexoMna. 


Tweo NAiMi Cenifleau of ConfonnuKc 

tru 

(MMC Aooacsv 

COWSmcM, TOffHOHC 


nmiHMC: 

imC: 

HMMesimess; 

CQMMCKtAl miP>CNe 


22. RECEIVER S USE 

CMfliiUtt sT«M> In m 


rrwe mmi> Catherine M&mndole 
mu: CoDTKtfr^Ofnerr 

MMtarC WHESS: 

U.S. Cota QuardDeepmmlerSiPO 
1530 Wilson Blvd-, Suite 400. Arliogtw, VA 
cotMPcunEUrfnwr 
NtmwERi 571.218-3293 


' rr ou«M^ r»oWv*b AT rr>* dmwnrMiw tt me s«me 

*f outrt/iy mipp^ MiuMeyDO'niit.-lf orntmor. 

fivor eriMt uuanMyrecNimiy OMMi' ovwoi*/ snyipetf : 

*na onrerm. 


23. CONTRACTOR USE CPR.V 


DD FORM 250. AUG 2000 


PREVIOUS EDITION IS C^SOIETE. 
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-OEHWffER 


Nxlson aoulevArd, Suica 400, AillnoCon, Virginia 22209 


ICGS Certificate of ConformaDce: 

Cootract Number: DTCG23-02-C-2DW00I 
DTO Number: DTCG23-02-F-2DW079, CUN 0055D 
Asset: CGC Matagorda, WPB 1303, 1 of 1 

Description: Tbis DTO provides the detailed design and constnK:don for major 
modification of the 1 10-foot patrol boat Matagorda, including completion of design, 
analyses, construction, and testing to deploy the lead vessel of the proposed 123'Ft Cutter 
Class, and to demonstrate compliance with requirements. Included in the modificatioDS 
was an extensive ultrasonic survey of the hull was conducted resulting in the replacement 
of over 800 square fe^ of wasted hull plate; a new deckhouse providing an enlarged, 
360-degree bridge and berthing for a dual-gender craw; a stem extension with a stem 
ramp and door for launch and recovery of the Shoit-Range Prosecutor; an upgraded 
C4ISR suite to ensure interoperability with the IDS; and all related logistics and training. 

1 certify that on 1 March 200i, tbe ICGS Deepwater Program himished the 
supplies and/or services called for in accordance with all applicable requirements. ! 
further certify that the supplies and/or services are of the quality specified and conform in 
all respects with tbe contract requirements, including specifications, drawings, 
preservation, packaging, pacldzig, marking requirements, and physical item identification, 
and are in the quantity shown on the attached acceptance document. 

Comment: This Certificate of Conformance is based upon; 

« LM/MS2 Certificate of Conformance and suppoiting records. 

• NG/SS Certificate of Confonnance and supporting records 

• Waiver WOOl - Superstructure Aluminum Extnjsion ABS Test Results 

• ICGS audits of LM/MS2, NG/SS, Cbaod, and Bollinger (6SI). 

« Functional Configuration Audit and Physical Configuration Audit performed on 
27 Feb 04 

• 1 23 CuRer Certification Matrix 


ICCSDvcpwatvr. com 

A Limited Liability Company Ownaa by Moichiop CitOTian ^ip Systems and Lockhaad Nactin 
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£xcepUoD<s): 

1 ) Trial Cards (Attachment A) 

2) Provisioning and Spares 

» On Board (estimated date of delivery 30 Mar 04) 

» Shore Side (estimated date of delivery 30 Mar 04) 

* Insurance (estimated date of delivery 30 Mai 04) 

3) Training for the Matagorda crew 

* Common C^radng Picture (COP estimated completion 30 Mar 04) 

4) CDRL Exceptions (Attachment B) 

5) Tempest and Classified Testing, (Attachment C) 

6) LIMS Testing 

7) Low Smoke Cable RFD 

8) COOS 3.2 Verification 

9) Engine Control Cable 


Date of Execution: 
Sigoatiire: 



J. O’^eiU 
Director (/Contracts, ICGS LLC 
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Attach meat C 

Tempest and Classified Testing 

ICGS will review the outstanding TEMPEST discrepancies described in the UnaJ 
SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST Report conducted on COC MATAGORDA during 
the week of l8Feb-24Feh 2004 and correct dis^epancies if dte required changes 
are clearly defined widiin the scope of the contract. ICGS will demonstrate die proper 
(^ration of C41SR systems in a real<worId classified environment. Agreed to 
MATAGORDA TEMPEST discrepancies to be resolved and classified testing to be 
successfully performed prior to June 24, 2004 (90 days after the receipt of the 
instrumented survey repotl). This efToit shall be completed in the following phased 
manner, as each step ia successfully complet^i that portion of the withholding listed will 
be released: 

Step 1 Develop POA&M: Prepare and deliver Plan of Action and Milestones 
(POA&M) document whkh describes the schedule, locotiDns, and resources needed 
to implement (he foUovrlBg activities: (upon completion, ICGS receives 40% of the 
withholding) 

PDevelopment of design solutions to correct within scope MATAGORDA TEMPEST 
discrepancies outlined in the final SPAWAR TEMPEST R^>ott. 

P Instal lation of within scope design sohitioos to correct TEMPEST discrepancies atx>ard 
a 123 WPB class vessel 

□Support of a SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST Survey to vahdatc correction of 
TEMPEST discrepancies scheduled and executed via the CG program office. 
PConduct of Classified Testing aboard a 123 WPB class vessel per AT procedures 
OInstallation of TEMPEST corrections aboard MATAGORDA. 

Step 2 Installation and Test ofTerapesf solution for 123 Class; (30% of total 
withholding) 

QInstall design solutions to correct identified and agreed upon Instrumented TEMPEST 
discrepancies (from USCG Tempest Report) aboard 123 WPB class vessel in 
accordance with the design solution. 

PSupport SPAWAR's Instrumented TEMPEST Survey to vaJidate correction of 
TEMPEST discrepancies. 

« Install approved design solutions to correct identified and agreed upon Instrumented 
TEMPEST report discrepancies on the Matagorda. 

Step 3 Demonstration ofTerapest solutioo for CGC MATAGORDA prior to 
Matagorda OT&E: (30% of total withholding) 
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-CEep^^ter 


QCondua of Classified Testing aboard MATAGORDA to validate classified systems are 
prop^ly installed and configured for operation in an actual (non simulated) classified 
environment 

• Conduct Classified Testing aboard a 12) WPB class vessel m validate classified C41SR 
system design in an actual (non simulated) classified environment 

TEMPEST re-inspections will not be required if MATAGORDA'S C41SR configuration 
is the same as the 123 class vessel tested in Step ffZ) 
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LOCKHEED MKRTIN CORPORATION 
MARITIME SYSTEMS i SENSORS 


Page t of2 

It Is heiDby certiried that the material supplied on the referenced purchase order/Contract 
Number fully conforms to ail applicabie specifications and requlreinents. The material supplied is 
in compliance with the latest ECN's l Revision noted. All material supplied under this oMer was 
originally purchased or manufactured by Lockheed Martin Maritime Systems and Sensors (MS2). 
All original purchasing and/or incoming inspeclkm data is on file at MS2 and available for review 
upon request. 


Date: 3/1/2004 

Customer: Integrated Coast Guard Systems flCGS) 

Purchase Order/Contract Number; DTCG23-02-F-2DVY079 

P. O. Line Item Number/Level Code: N/A 

Part Revision; 

Part Number: C4ISR Equipment for CGC Matagorda -123 

r, . K C4ISR Equipment Integration, Installation, Testing & Training for the 
Part Uesonpbon. Matagorda 123. 

Quantity; N/A 

Shipping Notice Number N/A 




'esentalive/Datd 


ipresentalivei 

3/^oy 


' Comment: 

The WPB>1 10 class cuttere are receiving exIerrsKfe upgrades under the USCG Integrated Deepwater Syetem ODS). 
Aside from extending the cutter to 123’ for a stem boat laundi ramp and other physical/mechanjcal upgrades, these 
patrol boats are receiving Command. Control, Communicatten and Compuler, Intelligence, SurveiPance and 
Reconnaissance (C4ISR) upgrades. 

In accordance with the C4ISR Frameworic Architecture. IDS CONOR and IDS Requirements, Integrated Coast Guard 
Systems (iCGS) is providing the following C4ISR upgrades making this asset more capable in performance its 
missioris. 


This CoC IS based on completion of: Design, installation & Testing of the C4ISR Equipment for the Matagorda. Review 
of system operational /verircatlon test results were compieled. On-site LM Qutf ity surveillance performed; 100% 
inspection on LM cabinets assemblies 1 1hrough 6. 100% Inspectiw of MES equipment performed, QA checklist 
compieled, 30% spot inspection on cable irslellalion. Receipt of subccxitradors’ CoC including PROSOFT, FUR, 
NGIT, & MES. Conductirtg training services and material to tf>e USCG personnel FCA & PCA audit cempdeted. 

Software Version Peserption Document (VDD) including password aid license keys transferred. 

Excephona; 


SP-841 DEM 5020 (02/02/2004) DRAFT 
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EXTERNAL CERTIFICATION OF 
CONFORMANCE 

LOCKHEED MARTIN CORPORATION 
MARITIME SYSTEMS & SENSORS 


2 of 2 

1. ) PROSOFT CoC w9\ be submitted at (he compfeUon of COP training, completion of training Is dependmt upon 
successful Implentation of classified system by Vi 7/04. 

2. ) OpenTi1alCardsEL0121001.CC0011001.CC001S001.CC0016001,CC0007001 &DC0002001. 

0.) Submittal of C006 for final as buld CBDs. CRSs, Cabir^et Rack Drawings , CSEL and Software Capabilities and 
Limitatfon Document to be supplied by May 30, 2004 

4) De[^ery of COOS wilti section 3.2 attached. May 30. 2004. 

5) Detiv«Y^ COOS section 3.2 requb’ements verf^Oon mablx. May 30, 2004. 

$.} S016:CCM compliance analysis by May 30, 2004. 

7.) Test Repod to be submitted by March 31. 2004 

6 } Tempest corrections In accordarce with the fnal hstrumentad tempest sun/ey report provided by the USCG. end 
completion of classbied testhg. 

9) Delivery of L016 data input to Northrop Grumman 
10} Dallvefyort02e 

1 1 ) Submit!^ of tew Smoke Cables requ«t for Oeviations/Waivers 


Note: 

USCO wH pro^^ Iridium phone: reference 123 end item P-spec negotiations. 
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Enclosure I 


U.S. Pep»rtm»nt of 
HMiteland Security 

Unhed Statu 

Cout Guard iii^Km 


Conmander 
US CoMC^ard 
TeecomnutBcsIivi <• inlofmaOcn 

Systems ComiMnd 


Etrell: fOdrterQDsconn useg trti 


7323 T«l«dr*pl> Read 
AJeunO-U. VA 231f5 
Staff SyrrM TISCOM Osd- 

Pinna: 703.3t3.6631 
Fn: 703.313.5640 


MEMORANDUM 


2241 

05 March 2004 


From: Mr. Ronald T. Portw Reply to TISCOM (isd-3b) 

CG TISCOM (isd-3b) Attn of: Ronald T. Porter 

703.313.5631 

To: DIRECTOR, TISCOM Deep\«ater Systems 

Subj: USCGC MATAGORDA VISUAL TEMPEST INSPECTION 

Ref: (a) NSTISSAM TEMPEST 2-95 

(b) lA PUB 5239-31 INFORMATION ASSURANCE SHIPBOARD 
RED/BLACK INSTALLATION PUBUCATION 


1. Die Secure Electrical Information Processing System (SEIFS) on CGC 
MATAGORDA was inspcAed by Rmuld Porter CHSCOI^ on 19 and 21 February 2004. 
The inspection was conducted using criteria listed in references (a) and (bX and Die 
SHIPS was found not to be in compliance. Discrepancies are listed in iht oiciosure. 

2. This summary provides a record of the installation at the lime of inspection The 
correction of installation discrepancies is required as specified in refereive (a) and (b); 
however, other modifications or changes to the SEIPS shall not be made without approval 
of Commander, DSCOM (isd-3d) <x the 8ppro|tfiate MLC. 

3. This sumxnary and amendments to this summary shall be retained in the unit's SEIPS 
(TEMPEST) documentation file. 


H 

Enclosure: Visual Tempest Inspection Repc^ 


Copy: Maintenance and Logistics Command Atlantic (t) 
Maintenance and Logistics Command Pacific (1) 
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Enclofilffe 1 


Subject- Visual TEMPEST Inspection Sunmwy 
I This Visual TBMPBSTInspeetion Sunmaty ia fu ^FTA Visit 

2. The entire Secure Electrical Infonnation Processing System wu inspected 

3. List ofspaceswithsecurefTOcessbig equipment in^ectedby the visual TEMPEST inspeclcr 

A. Visited space 
i. Discrepamyroon legend. 

Column A: Sequential diacsepancy number 

CohnnnB 


SF 

lAC 

lA 

lAC 

SA 

SAC 

CA 


Column C: 


Cofreeiion of dM discrepetcy is widun the capability of ship's force. 

Ovnoitti of dM ducrepency was completed by dups force prior to completion 
of inspectioa visiL 

[ndicaies that (he assistance of an indislrial activ ity is probably required to 
prupsly camel the discrepancy. 

Indicates (hat an industrial aclivi^ corrected the discnpancy. 

Iruhcatesdst the assistance ofa support activity is probably required topsoperly 
correct the discreperKy. 

Indieales that a stf^Mrt activdy corrected the discrepancy 

Indicates tNt the Contractor Activity is probably required to properly correct the 
discrepancy. 

Reference of the paragraph tn designated manuals to which the mstallabon 
does not cenform. 


Narrative' A brief descnptbn of the disaeparrey fouivl 


Page 2 of 5 


TestiBOoy of James M. Ailunaon, President and Sr. Engineer, Granite Island Group 
Before the House Committee on Transportation and Infrasirncturc 
L).S. Coast Guard Budget and Oversight Hearing. April 18. 2IMI? 


60on6S 



211 


Enclosure I 


5. Discrepancy 


A 

B 

C 

Narrative 

01 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 

PQ 27 Para 

2a/pg} 6 pan 5 
lA Pub 5239-31 

Al l ]a.b 

Cabinet 3; Black RF transmitter (RT- 1 794) in same rack as Red 
Processors. Recomm«td niovir^ 3 meters away or n adjacoit 

Black Et^uipment Room. B> 7 )ioreqMion of ;xming on Bridge. If 
so, dicr> ^stiibulive Key scheme may pose a problm. 

02 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 
pg27 E^ra 
2a/pgl6para 5 
lA Pub 5239.31 
AM 1a.b 

Cabtnet2: RF transmitter ^CRP2H/8G2) insamerack as Red 
Processors. Recoannend moving 3 meters away or in adjaceiu 

Black Equipment Room. 

i 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 

PO 27 Para 2b 

Cabinet 3: Red processor less 6an one meter away from power 
litke Id black tiansniner (RT-1794 p/o ARC-210) 

■ 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 
pe27Ibra2a 

Cabinet 3: Red processor less than one meter away from black 
signal lines corrected to RFiran9TiinerfRT-|794) 

05 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 
pg27Pera4 

J A PUB 5239-31 
ParnAl.?.) 

lA PUB 5239-31 

MIL-STO 188- 
{24B Para 5.112 

Si^tal cable used with RED processors, SLACK processors. 
ISCHvI telephorves. and not terminated Request addRIon^ 
intormatiCMt on CAT 5E cable. Red data c^les for RED Lan 
contain questionable shielding. Manu^cturer data: DARKA 
COMTEQ (F> Shiplan Cable 4PR 24 AW6 Saeened 307650. 

Cable contains what seems to be mylar foil ATEMPEST hazard 
exists tf RED cables am run with BLACK cables, or with 
wrelines or power lines connected to an RF transrritter. 

NSTISSAM 2-95. RED processors meeting the requirements 
of NSTISSAM TEMPEST/1-92 (Levels 1. II. or HI) must use 
optical or shielded wire cables if speciTied as part ot the 
manufaclurer's installation speoification, or if specified for 
compliance with TEMPEST certification 

lA Pub 5239-31 : RED Shielded Metallic Wire Cable RED metallic 
wire ceNes in all locations ^It be Welded, with the exception of 
desktop computer cables that are prov ided by the manufaenrer. 
where there is not an oflered shielded cable Cfnion. This 
requirement is not applicable to RED fiber optic cables. 

B.I.2.5 (5239). Approved cables. Mil-C-17 (refkX or MIL-C-915 
(reference(l)). MIL^-24640(reference(n)) or MIL-C-24643 
(lefermce (o)). 

MIL-STD'188'*Foil ahiels are not acceptable fox penpheral 
bonding and do nc4 provide mechanical durability" 

lA Pub 5239-31 pg B-9 Para d Note; ‘Tf both ends of the cable 
will not have the ^ieU taken to ground, aporovel bv the cognizant 
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Bnclosure I 





CTTA diouM be obtained prior to rotailation.'* 

■ 

CA 

MM 

RED procesoora and tfansmiders in Cabinet RED 
processors should not be powered from the same circuits as 

RF tansinttlere 

07 

CA 

lA Pub 5239-31 

Pa:«B.1.2.6.l6re 

B-SandB-P 

Mt&s^pinsGRCRY?TOcabieioKYV-5. Missingground 
loninal corutection on beckdicD. 

■ 

CA 

lA Pub 5239-31 
?areB.1.2.6.16pg 
B-8 and B-9 

ANDVT cable tmiMfiroindunniral connection ori back^ell. 
SffsinreliefcUmpisnot on outer coaling of cable. Redo 
conrwetim. 

09 

CA 

lAPub 5239-31 
ParaBi.2610 

AH/UFK>28 baa nadequate green wire ground. Re;4acew ah Class 
Cbcmdstne. 

H 

CA 


Install giMind oafcdes per LA 5239-3 1 . Where retpiired, use soid^ed 
conneelorsvtce crimoatt. 

B 

CA 

lAPubS25».3l 

Remove exlemsl tooth washers on ground eonneclon to cabinets. 

Use lock watfwn and tug nuts lA Lnuruebon 5239-3 1 Figure B- 
5. 

13 

CA 

(A Pub 5239 

B1 26.12 

Keyboard md MoraloT bi Cal^t HI has non -manufacturer 
suDDtiod DOwer caUc Bend ^If to rack. 

14 

CA 

NSTiSSAM 2-95 
Para 3 Notes 3 

RED/BLACK cable separation. Two inch minimum separation 
Rquirooerd. Six inch separation requirement for RED/BLACK 
cablesthatraninpainllelf« lOOftnra. Noway to physically 
idtaiily RECi/BU^CK data cables from each other or from the 

ISDN ohooe lines. 

15 

CA 


PCBP (Mode! 2t 1/802) is Black oansnimer in R£D Cabinet #3 

PCRP (RADAR) is less than three meten away from RED 
prooessing equipment. Reconroendmovmg outside of C4ISR 
ChasiGed Rogdi. 

16 

CA 

lA Pub 5239-31 
Pare B. 1.2.6 10 

Remove green wire grounds from GIYFTO rack and replace with 
Ckaa C solid bond stian. 

■ 

CA 

lA Pub 5239-31 
PareA 1.1 3 

Telephone eabics connected to shcre tie via telephone switch cannot 
be routed with red cables More info on MAROOM switch 
re mured 

H 

CA 

lA Pub 5239-31 
ParaA 1 17 

ARG2I0 Secure voice cables. Transmit and receive audio lines 
need to be shielded 

19 

CA 


Request atfo on Maroom Compact IVeS Switch with PABX Issue 
is port taoUtionfot RED/BLACK connectkma All ISDN phones, 
eellular wirelea. shore connection box and KITEa have inputs to 
MARCOM. T1SCOM TEMPEST prognuu manager will check on 
oonfigimition on Wireline inputs to MAROOK4 in 

currem cooCmraion towear to be unshielded 

20 

CA 

NSTISSAM 2-95 
Recomnendalion 
! 1^27 Pira3 
Nows: 2 

Operatwpcaiuon in Cleu)nedC4ISR room has cables from two 
UNCLAS LAN ud thee CLASSCTIED LAN ccnneciioiu. 

Require 2 mch (5 cm) separalioa 
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Enclosure I 


Bri<^e 


21 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 

P0 27PBra2a 

Motorola VUF FM DBS transceiver less than three meters £rom C2 
Network flat parwl display monilon LC06-04>16. LC 06>D^72and 
LC 06-04-84. Perxlina Insnumented Test 

22 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 

PQ 27 Pam 2a 

Ross VHF FM tranaceiver less than thr*^ n from C2 Nerwctk 

flat panel disp^tnonilonLC 06-04-16, LC 06-04-72 and LC 06- 
04-84. Pendina Instmmenied Test 

23 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 
PG27Para2i 

Cel phone next 10 Secure Lan Junction box less than three metere 
from LC 06-04-82 and LC 06-04-72. Request composition of 
enclosure. 

24 

CA 

lA Pub 5239^31 
Para B 12.6 13 

No metal-uymeial contact for grourvd strep from ARC 210 Tray lo 
ground on shelf Reccmmend use Class C ground strap and remove 
paint for DTOoer bondimt 

25 

CA 

[APUb5239 

A.l.l.7.2a 

Not clear if Shielded Twisted Pair is used voice and G<M)trol 
wuelines. 

26 

CA 

lAPubAl 1 7.2 
Prao 

Unshielded cable connected to connecter J3 at ARC'210 Tray. 
Twisted red wires ffourl runs to C41SR Crinnet 1/3. 

27 

CA 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 

Wireless bridge for RHIB comms is RF transmitter?? Isthis justs 
radio with mic on cutter?? RDAsT? 


Other' 


28 

CA 

NSTISSAM 2-95 
Recommendslitm 

I Pg 27 Pars 3 
Notes: 2 

CO’s c^tn RED and BLACK LAN ports have im> cable 
sepsretioa RecotBinend 2 inch sepeiaticn. 

29 

CA 

NSTISSAM 2-95 
Recommendation 

I ^ 27 Pars 1 

CO'S cabin. Proposed RED iapiop on desk top less than 20 inches 
(20 cm) apart. 


Cabinet #3 


Derived From NSTISSAM TEMPEST 2/95 

Depsitment oT the Navy (DoN) Inibnmetion Assurance (lA) Publication 
Module 5239-31 

MIL-STD-IS8- I24B Gnnmding Bonding Shielding for Common Long 
Haul/Ttcttcal Communicatkns Systems 
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DTCG234»A^2DW0G1 
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(0050390-0016/05/13/04 

nn 
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.. 
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«0i AfitatSTCK&tV 


coai| 

jCodoocMBdmt (O'ACS-^ US. Coati Guud Deepwater SIPO. 
‘i5)0WihojiBlv(L.Suite400.Ar)higiQn. VA 22209 


a»wcDniioMg<w)wgwi> cooEf p 

iBofliager Shipytnli L4Kkpoit, LI..C. 
:POBagc250 
]83«$m|hway308 
i Locfcoan. LA- 70374-0230 


tt. M>rMUfTMU.iKMMDCCr 


CoomndMit (C'ACS-^) U-S. CoaitOund Head<iuuien.2100 
S«e<odSLSW.RcHm520S,Wa^usgtOQ.I^ 20591-0001, USA 


«r»i»TOTO cooc{WPB- 132) 

lUSCOC MetompiaiKWFB - 1)23). OO Coui Quud 
18)65 Highwiy 308 
iLockport, LA. 70374-0250 


14. UAMSOPO* 

iLT.CuW 


ts. 

irtMuo. 

tt. fiucwnuirT MD. ocaomow 

17. ouAMiirv 

SNMK'D' 

m 

i». 

tacTNUCC 

n. 

AMOUNT 

OOSSjEA 

1 

1 


</l 

Lot 

S7.268.I06.00 

S7.288.I06 00 

|01 

Trial Carda 

1 

Lol 

151.950.00 

IS 1. 950.00 

.02 

Previsioaiag and Spares 

1 

Lot 

S33,58J.50 

S33483iG 

lo3 

Traiaios 

1 

Lot 

110,000 

SIO.OOOOO 

\04 

CDRL Excepiiou 

1 

Lot 

SI8.200 00 

118,200.00 


21. COtfTMCT QUALITY ASSURANCt 
jlcQ* n OCCBMAwa W M 


22. mcsrsiBi'S use 


If ecnlM te earttma, Mcipi n mM NnM « 


k. OESTVUTKM 

pw* r~l*cgpr*wct«fiM^— w 

i—W By *» a WWW w 


*« ^smsg^tssamr 

KiWC- CotiiKiie of Cottfomuiux 


■i4-o4 


ismm.'vmmr 


rvwMuiBi CkilMcOiD 
Knc: CMUBcring Officer 

IMUCMMO*: 

US. Cew Ootid Deepwater SLPO 
15 )0 Wfl wB Bh< S uite 400. AAngton. VA 


* C cwtuinant g W j 

«» tuiraiy r t un arf Mean oy (xj AMt.- tfOtnnm. 

enur acowr giankiy rvwatf Mmt 


22. COWntACTOR USE ONLY 


OD FORM 250. AUG 2000 


raevious COITION IS oesornt. 
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1590 Vllam B»ulmcd, Suite 400, Arlington, Virginia 23209 


ICGS Certificate of Confonnancet 

Contract Number DTCG23*02-C-2DWOOI 

DTO Nomber. DTCG23-03.F-2DW1%, CLIN 0055EA 

Asset: CGC Melompkin, WPB 1 323, 1 of 1 

Description: This DTO provides the detailed design and coistruction for major 
modification of the 1 10-foot patrol boat Meton^ikin, including complin of all design, 
analyses, construclloo, and testing to deploy the lead vessel of the proposed 1 23-Ft Cutter 
Class, and to deoKHis^te compliance with requiretnents. Included in the modifications 
was an extensive ultrasonic mrvey of the bull was cooducted resulting in tbe r^lacement 
of over 200 square feet of wasted hull plate; a new deckhouse providing an enlarged, 
360-degree bridge and berthing for a t^-gender crew; a stem extensioD with a stem 
ramp and door for launch and recovery of (he Short-Range Prosecutor; an upgraded 
C41SR suite to ensure interoperate lity with die IDS; and all related logistics and training. 

1 certi fy (hat on i 3 May 2004, tbe KTGS Deepwater Program furnished the 
supplies and/oT services called for in acconlance with all applicable requiremeots. 1 
further certify that the supplies and/or services are of the quality specified and conform in 
all respects with (he contract requirements, including specifications, drawings, 
preservation, packaging, (acking, marking requirements, and physical item identification, 
and are in the quantity shown on the attached acceptance document. 

Comment: This Certificate of Conformance is based upon; 

« LM/MS2 Certificate of Confcmnance and supporting records. 

• NGSS Certificate of Confonnance and supporting records 

• ICGS audits of LM/MS2, NG/SS, Oiand, and Bollinger (BST). 

• Functional Configuration Auditand Physical Configuration Audit perfomed on 
15 Apr 04 

• 123 Cutter Certification Matrix 

COMDAC INS navigation system, gyrocompass, and Radar engineering changes have 
been installed in the CGC Metompkln. ICGS is in receipt of Amendment of Solicitation / 
Modification of Contract, Modification 003, requisition/Purchase Reg. No. 24-03- 
2332DW106, signed by Catherine A Martiadale, Contracting Officer, United Stales 
Coast Guard, Date Sigz^, 26 April 2004, providing USCG unilateral determination of 
contract value to incorporate tbe COMDAC INS navigation system, gyrocompass, ond 
Radar eogineering change into the iiistaUati<xi for tbe USCG I I0VI23’ conversion cutler 
METOMPKTN. ICGS reserves its right to submit a Request for Equitable Adjustment 
(REA) to the value associated with the contn^ting officer’s unilateral determination. 


ww.lc<iSOe«pwBt*i .CCS 

A UmitAd blsblllcr coiip«ny Omi«d by Nondrop Gnunan ship SyaceiiB And LpciOieBd Hartin 
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Ex€«ption(s): 

!) Trial Cards (Attachment A) 

2) Provisioning and Spares (Attachment B) 

• Propeller, right hand 

3) Training for the Metompkin crew 

• Common Operating Picture (COP estimated completion 30 days after 
Classified System lATO) 

4) CDRL Exceptions (Attachment C) 

5) Tempest POA&M. (Actacbment D, with Enclosure I) 

6 ) Classified Testing (Attachment D) 

7) LM/MS2 C4ISR Problem Shcets/ECN/TFRs (Attachment E) 

8) Resolution of Non-standard Workstation m Software image (9 June 04) 

9) CGDN connectivity (Attachment F) 

10) UHF paging system/PCC License Authorization (9 Jul 04) 

I ]) Outstanding emergent work requ^ts (CFRs) 

• CFR 25-2332-0029, STBD pre-lube pump starter, $552.5? 

• CFR 25-2332-0033, Fuel oil priming pump STBD main engine, $525.04 

12) SRP launch and retrieval system POA&M from Trial Card OH0012001 
(Attachment G) 

13) LCMS POA&M from Trial Card SPOOOIOOI. closed (Ailachmenl H> 
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JEEF\mT ER 


Attachoeol D 

MetMnpkin Tmpcit wd Classified Testing 
POA&M 
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Metompkin TEMPEST Issue Resolution & Classified Testing 

TEMPEST Visual Inspection Di«jencv Resolutian . (Holdback $2,000) 

• ICGS to resolve all visual TEMPEST discrepancies as described in the Visual 
Inspection report (enclosure 1 ) date for closure is 60 days post DD2S0 signofT. 

TEMPEST Hardware Discrepancy . (Holdback S3,0(X)) 

• ICGS will conect outstanding SPA WAR instrumented TEMEPKT survey hardware 
discrepancy on Metom;^. 

Conduct C taggjfiftd Testlnfr, (Holdback S3, 000) 

Conduct classified systems testing on CGC Metomplan. Target date for completion of 

classified testing is 15 d^ post USCG lATO for Metompkin. Prerequisite actions: 

• ICGS to resolve all outstanding physical security discrepancies. This must completed 
in order to hold the necessary clashed keymat 

• ICGS to resolve ail visual TEMPEST discrepancies 

• Prior to performing any classified testing on a 123 WPB, the USCG must provide an 
lATO to allow transmit/receive of classified communications. 

• ICGS will execute 123 classified tests (from AT procedures), with support as required 
from USCG personMl. 
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Eoclonire 1 


VisuAt TEMPEST bspecticR Sunuoary 


The emire Secure Electiical Informaiion Procesing System was insiKCted. 

List of spaces wuh secure processing equipment inspected by the visual TEMPEST inspector 

f. Radio Room 
2. StateRooms 
Bndge 

Discrepancy/ban legend: 


Cohunn A: ScquenUal discrepancy number 

Colunm B: 

SF Correction of the <bsciep«ncyU within ihetaqsbility of ship's force. 

SFC Correction of (he discrepancy was conpleted by ships fbrcepiior 10 complciion of 

inspection visit. 


lA 

lAC 

SA 

SAC 

CA 

Colunm C: 
Nanr^ve; 


Indicates that the assistance of an industnal activity u prohabty lequiitd lo ptoperly 
correct the dtscrepaicy. 

Indicates that an mduslrial aoiviiy corrected the discrepant. 

Inthcates that te assistance of a support activity is prohahly required to pr^ily 
coma the discrepancy. 

lathcaiies that a support activity corrected the discrepancy. 

Indicates that the Contractor activity is required to oonea the discrepancy. 
Document Reference to which the insulladon does not oonfonn 
A brief description of the disorepaocy found. 
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Eidomie I 


Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 

I . Radio Room 2-28-OQ (TEMPER Room") 


A 

B 

C 






001 

CA 

NSTISSAM 2-95 
Recommendation 

1 . Paia^ph 2 B 

‘Ttte primer (red) along with Classified LAN line nms paiaUei with 

DT amauta tme. Tbeie is no separation these lines. 

002 

CA 

lA PUB 5239-31 
Paispaph 

B.1.2.62 

Gfottfid for IfT tranitmacf (UPX-28) needs to be clemKd. 

Remove of pain aod dm lemovcd from ground 


CA 

lA PUB 5239-31 

Paisgnpb 

A.1.1.7.3.1.B 

lliere is not • secure Protected Distribution Sysiem (PDS) leaving 
Radio Room LE Locker behird Secure Space. Red cables should 
be in t PDS. 

■ 

CA 

!A PUB 5239-31 

Paragraph 

AM 7.2 

FabricatiOQ c^des to RT'n94 are not doeided 


Note- Separation of IFF aoteniu line and Class LAN line may be pan of an i^comiog graom. 


Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 

2. State RiOoras / l•ld•2•L 


001 

CA 


There is no separsooe between Classified LAN Ime and MF/HF 



Reel 

Para2nDh3.A 

line. 


Discrepancies and Corrective AcCioa Report 


3.Bndge 


A 

B 

C 

Narrative 

■ 

CA 

lA PUB 5239-31 

Paragraph 

B. 1.2.62 

Ground neecb to be deaned on the Kite handset Surface must be 
free of palm. 

■ 

CA 

lA PUB 5239-31 
Paragraph 

Al. 1.7.2 

ARC 2 to, Jg has no duelded cable 
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Endosure t 




NSTISSAM 2-95 
Para 4.4.1 


003 

CA 

lA PUB 5239-31 

Pftzagrapfc 

B.l.2,62 

ThereiSQOcl&aRgrouRdficutlwpovm siq^ly03-l5-20. Suriace 
muA be free of paou and {bidgD materiaL 



JA PUB 5239-31 
Pangnph 

B.L2.6.2 

Need to remove paint frFr clean proimd on RCU'9310 radio. 

OOS 

CA 

HH 

Fabricated cables to the ARC-210 are not shielded. 
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MATERIAL mSPECTION AND RECOVING REPORT 


Tnt puMe 'HwrtnB tairtan Icr cMt oMAkn of Mtomusn 

BiMikigandmHMWiftMtttttnMr''' — - 

pt Infeamltan. Mudne auul w i i lla w i , — — 

aiT 04 - 024 ». ms MHtmrcwStvKnyjMt* ii 04 . aai^ va i 2 Kn-««u. a 
MCpM. u anji «*M« IB eanfiy wtO) • adKtton el MGniW tpn tf II «•» nn W 

PLEASE 00 NOT RETORW VOOR CWPLETC© FORM TO THE ABOVE ADDRESS. 

SEND THIS FC«M IN ACCORDANCE WHH THE ftSlRUCTKMS CONTAINED IN THE DEARS APKNOn M01. 


^ ... . It wdudta tt» tarn ter fdiiM n B iBWnicueM. mnrw t n odsUna * 

HUok Siwacai B ww & «>g(MainotHsB M «»»i«WmM»«r»wy«Pi H B»Bwtt* 
wiHMwi MiwauwaH $«fvK«, Omt/m kn W mi i wmi Ciiirau» ■ 
ddM^Cpuw •• awn (iwnMMWKMngai^siMritreMMiaraM, no pan 


I ^ERND. is Mvb)dNO.^TE I?. PAGe|oF ' ' i iTACCEFrANCC POMT 

03*P-2DW247 j 1033030023 0604/04 ( I 2 I D 


1. l>ROCtmi«m MSTRUMCNT CeMTVCATION 

ICONTTtACO MO- 

DTCG23-02-O2DW00J 


Z. SWPMEKTNO. jXOAnSHOPO 
NA j 24 Jud04 


*- ^ NA 

tcnNA 


S. DISCOWT TERMS 

Hoae 


coo{\ “ 


. mii« coamtACTOR 


ADMIWSTEIKD BY 


Integrated Co&si Guard Systems. 1530 Wilson Blvd., Suite 400. jCommancUat (C>ACS^) U.$. Cout Gu^dDeepwaterSIPO. 
Arlington. VA 22209. USA 11530 Wilson Blvd.. Suite 400. Arlinpofl, VA 21209 


11. SMPPEDnOM^pAVOWN CODC I 




12. PAYMENT WRL BE MADE BY 


BoIUnga Shipyards Lockpon, LLC 
[PO Box 250 
18365 Highway 308 

|Locltpott.LA-70374- Q25Q 

i3.SH9FU>rQ cooc|WpB' 1328 

lUSCOC PADRE rWPB - 1328), C/0 Coul Ouud 
|S3<3 Highviy 30! 
iLockpoa LA. 70374.0250 


iComniaDdam (G- ACS*6) U.5. Coast Guard Headqoirtm. 2100 

|SecoadSLSW.Rooin5208,Wasbington,DC 2059]-000!,USA 


1 14. UAAKED FGR 

)LT. HanUDond 


1ft. 

16. sTocKmun no. oesatpnoN 

IT. QUANTITY 

im 

IB. 

>0. 

ITEM NO. 

didcja/»nPM'«/*Aa0*»canMtem- rm«r 
eiaitaCii • rmtaHtm ramDar^ 

SHPfRCCt)’ 

liwi 

UNIT nacE 

AWOWT 

OOSSjBB 

Services and Supp(ie«: Padre, (ihni/mod 2} 

I/l 

Lot 

57,080.060.00 

57,080.060.00 

1 

WPB 123 oonwiioa 






Item short shipped of the following components: Details 





1 

on Certiflcaie of Conformance 





|01 

Trial Cards 

I 

Lot 

5114350.00 

5114.850.00 

,02 

ProvisioiuBg and Spares 

1 

Lot 

S3S.433JO 

535.433J0 

'03 

Training 

1 

lot 

510,000 

510.000.00 

1^ 

CDRL ExcqjhofiS 

J 

Lot 

517300-00 

$17,500.00 




I. OCUDIH 

PoQ* □ ACCEPT Alce of Uiad tum 

nas b«»n ma4( ay n« « a<y swpanMMn and 

inay eanrorm ce eontracv etcaiK a noud h««in a 

on supponng documanu. 


e, OUTINATION 

[^COA n ACCCPTANCC af Wtaa JtawB w 

Men n«a« by XM « ondr « 9 «n 4 iH 3 n and 

conform to contract oxeaai oi nma nerrm v on 

ciEjporting oaCMinenu. 


j^gsajE^ssBsr 

rmpMAML Cerlifkate of Conformance 
Tint- 

MMLiNO aooacssr 






inu: 

MaiLMaaemss 


TmBM«ME; pafiieJ Haninger 
CofiraciOfRcej 
UAIUW wowss 

U-S- (^>ati Cuanl Deopwaier SEED 
1530 Wiljco Bird. Suite 400. Arlington, VA 
571211.3253 


coMMtaewi. nurwHi , 


' yqoantfyracwwtfPjrftgGotd iMD pncb irtpjjme 
a» ifuancift stHftpaa. nrftcan fi/ 00 marlr. <utfentK 
enttf aciw/ pyonrAr nettvM M«>* ^utrnny thtofita 
ana tnckclm 


23 COWTRACTOir US£ ONLY 


DD FORM 250, AUG 2000 


PfiEViOUS EDITION IS OBSOUTt. 
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MJEASE DO M07 RETUItN YOUR COMRiETCD RMM TO ETTHSI OF TMERE AOORESSEa. 

SeWO THIS FORMIM AOCWfflAWt^ WnW 7>g IseTROCTIOWE C0WT*ff«0 »f THE DFAR*, AFFPflMX 




MJEASE DO MOT RETUim YOUR COMFtETEO nn 
SEND THIS FORM IH ACCORDAWCE WTra 7>g <NSTRL>C7X»j 


pRoc iNsrmRAeNT ioen. (contract) 
20040624 I DTCG23-02-C-2DW00I 


rrsM 

NO. 

srroewPART no. rescRipnoN 

ntgnb 0 t of ehlpptno caniMkmi > lypa ol 
cenetftMr • conlativnumbffi.) 

QUANTITY 

SHiP/RECX> 

1^0 

L44T PRICE 

AMOUNT 

55 1 
! 

r 

Coaiittued 

Tempest PQA&M 


I 

lot 

S5.000.00 

$0.00 

$5,000.00 

U 

1 

dassiHed Testing 


.« 

S3.000.00 

$3,000.00 

1 

r 

LM/M52 CUSK TUFs I ProUcm Shnu 


1.. 

S2.000.00 

$3,000.00 

1 

FCC License Auitorizsiion 



$4,000.00 

$4,000.00 

1’ 

SFF Launch and Retrieval POAM 

1 


SO.OO 

S0.0D 

.0 

L1M5POAM 

1 


S600.00 

$600.00 

1" 

Dual Service Inmanai roAM 

. 


$600.00 

$600.00 

1“ 

IFF Cable R^lacenent 

' 


S3.000.00 

$3,000.00 

!“ 

P*Spec AdjuscDMOt 

, 

1 

1 

S8.06LOO 

S8J)62.0Q 


Credit for Secure Coorra Lock 

> 

1 

•$2,000.00 

>12,000.00 

!“ 

Credit f« Move to Hew Orleani 


1 

1 

.$8.467 00 

-S8, 467.00 

i 

0033EB5 (de^Migatt unexpended CE funds) 

> 

1 

121,496.29 

$21,496.29 

1 

1 

005SEBA (de -obligate unexpended CA funds) 

’ 

1 

1 

S2. 803.42 

$2,803.42 

1 

Amount Patd to Dale 

. 1 
j 

t 

1 

5.746,348.00 

$5,746,348.00 

! 

Total Invoice Amount Due 

i 

■ 1 

1 

1 

f 

_L 

1.114,834.29 

i 

$].JI4.834.29 
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JDEEPmTER 


1530 tfilaon Ooulvvard, Suite 40D, Axllngt&n, Vleglnia 22209 


iCGS Certificate ef CoDformaiice: 


Contract Number DTCG23-02^-2DW001 

DTO Number DTCG23-03-F-2DW247, CLIN 0055EB 

Afset: CGC Padre, WPB 1328, 1 of 1 

Description: This DTO provides the detailed design and construction for major 
modification of the i tO-foct patrol boat Padre, iocIucUng completion of all design, 
analyses, construction, and toting to deploy the lead vessel of the proposed 123-Ft Cutter 
Class, and to demonstrate compliance with requirements. Included in tl» modifications 
was an octeosive ultrasonic survey of the hull was conducted resulting in the replacement 
of over 7S square feet of wasted hull plate; a new deckhouse providing ao eolirged, 360- 
degree bridge and berthing for a dual-gender crew; a sten extension with a stem ramp 
and door fcM* launch and recovery of the Shori-Range Prosecutor, an upgraded C41SR 
suite to ensure interop^abiJity Wh the IDS; and all related logistics and tracuDg. 

I certify that on 24 June 2004, the ICGS Deepwater Program furnished tte 
supplies and/or services called for in accordance whb all applicable requirements. 1 
fuitber certify that the suj^lies and/or services are of the quality specified and conform In 
all respects with the contraa requirements, including spectficatioDS, drawings, 
preservation, paclo^g, pacldog, rrtaridng requiremema, and physical Hem identificatkm. 
and are in the quantity shown on the attached acceptance document. 

Comment: This Certificate of Conformance is based upon; 

• LM/MS2 Certificate of Conformance and supporting records. 

• NGSS Certificate of ConfonDar)ce and supporting records 

• ICOS audits ofLM/MS2, HG/SS, Chand, and Bollinger (BSI). 

• Funaional Configuralioii Audh and Physical Configuration Audit performed on 
4 June 2004 

• 1 23 Cutta CertificotioD Matrix 


COMDAC IKS navigation system, gyrocoo^ass, and Radar engineering changes have 
been installed in the CGC Padre. ICOS is in receipt of Amendment of Solicitation / 
Mo^catioo of Contract, Modification 002, reqirisitioa/Purchase Reg. No. 24>03- 
2332DW247. signed by Catherine A Martiadale, Contraaing Officer, United Stales 
Coast Guard, Date Signed, 9 June 2004, providing USCO unilateral detenninatios of 
contract value to incorporate the COMDAC D4S navigation systmn, gyrocompass, and 
Radar eogiDeering changes into the instaUacion for the USCG 1)07123' conversion of 
Padre. ICGS reserves its right to submit a Request for Equitable Adjustroent (REA) to 
the value associated with the contracting officer’s unilate^ determination. 


MW. ICGSOe«pwater . COB 

A LlBiitM Uiblllcy gonpiny by Horentop Grwan ship Syscen* And l9«ltha«d H*rcin 
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-BEEPTOtTER 


ExceptioB(s)i 

1) Trial Cards (Madiment A) 

2) Provisiooicg and Spares (ActachmeatB) 

3) Training for the Padre crew 

« Common Operalii^ Picture (COP estimated completion 30 days aAer 
Classified System lATO) 

4) CDRL Exceptions (Attachment C) 

5) Tempest POAdtM, (Attachment D« vdth Enclosure 1) 

6) Classified Testing (Attachment D) 

7) LM/MS2 C4ISR TFR/ Problem Sheets (Attachment E) 

8) UHF paging system/FCC License Authorization (9 Jul 04) 

9) SRP launch and retrieval system POAi&M^ (Attachment F) 

1 0) LIMS POA&M, (Attachment G) 

1 1 ) Dual Service INMARSAT POAM (Attachment H) 

12) IFF Cable Replacement 

13) P-Spec Adjufitmeot 

14) Credit for Secure Comm Space Lock 

15) Credit for Move to New Orleans 


Date of Ezccotioii: 

DoBiain Program Manager;, 
Quality Assa ranee Manage^ 
ICGS Signature: 



' Kevin J. O’Neill 
Director of Contracts, ICGS LLC 
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AttaduneAt D 

Padre Tempest and Classified TestJag 
POA&M 


TEMPEST Yisaai Inspection DisCTcpancv Resolutioo . (Holdback S2,000) 

• ICGS to reserve all visual TEMPEST discrepancies as desoibed in Che Visual 
Inspection report (enclosure 1) date for (^osore is 60 days post DD250 agn-ofit 

TEMPEST Hardware Discfepancv . (Holdback S3,000> 

• ICGS will o^rect outstanding SPAWAR tostrumented TEMEPEST survey bardxvare 
di8cr^>an^ on Padre. 

Conduct Oa gsified TeariniL (Holdback $3,000) 

Conduct classified systems testing on CGC Padre. Target date for coropletioD of 

clarified testing b IS days post USCG lATO for Padre. Prerequisite actions; 

• ICGS to resolve all outstanding pfayacal security discrepancies on the 123 to be used to 
execute classified testing This must completed in order to bold the necessary classified 
keymal. 

• ICGS to resolve all visual TEMPEST diso^ancies 

• Prior to perforniiag any classified testing oo a 123 WPB, the USCG must provide an 
lATO to allow tnt&smrt/receive of classified communications 

« ICGS vriU execute 123 classified tests (from AT procedures), with support as required 
from USCG personnel. 


Enclosure; Visual TEMPEST Inspectfoa Summary 


TestlmoQy of James M. Atkinson, President and Sr, Engineer, Granite Island Group 77 of 168 

Before the House Committee oo Transportation and Infrastractere 
US Coast Guard Budget and Oversight Hearing. April 18, 2087 



228 


-DBeP¥i^TER 


Enclosure 1 to Padre Tempest and Clusificd Testing POA&M 

Visual TEMPEST lospectioo Summary 


Tbe entire Secure ElectiicaJ lnfbrcnatioa Processing System was inspected. 

List of spaces with secure processing etpii^Dent inspected by the visual TEMPEST 
inspectcH': 

L Rad io Poom 

2 . State Rooms 

3. Bridge 

Discrepancy fonn legend: 

Column A; S«^iaitial discrepancy number 
CohimnB; 

SF Correction of the dlscrepani^ ia within the capability of ship's force. 

SFC Correction of the discrepancy was completed by ships force prior to 
compIetioD of m^>ection visit. 

lA Indicates that tbe assistance of an industrial aaivity is probably required to 
properly correct die discrepancy. 


lAC Indicates that an industrial activity corrected the discrepancy. 

SA Indicates that the assistance of a support activity is probably required to 
properiy correct tbe discrepancy. 

SAC Indicates that a support activity corrected tbe discrepancy. 

Column C: Documoit Reference to which the installation does not conform. 
Narrative: A brief description of tbe discrepancy found. 
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Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 

1 , 'Radio Koom 2-28-0-Q 


A 

B 

c 

N^rative 

00] 

lA/SA 

NST1SSAM2. 

95 

Reel 

Para^rapb 3 B 

Note 2 

There is no separation betn^sen CliESsilied LAN and 
Unclassified LAN outlets. 

002 

lA/SK 

NSUSSAM 2- 
95 

Reel 

Paragraph 3 B 
Note 2 

Classified LAN lines are run with 1 20V AC power 
lines (no separation) 

003 

lA/SA 

NSTISSAM 2- 

95 

Reel 

Paragraph 3. B 
Note 2 

Coax TV line runs along with Classified LAN tine. 



NSTISSAM 2- 
95 

Reel 

Paragraph 3.B 
Note 2 

Th^e is no separation between alann panel line and 
Classified LAN line. 



NSTISSAM 2- 
95 

Reel 

Ptrasnoh 2.B 

The printer (red) along with Classified LAN line runs 
parallel with IFF antenna tine. There is no separation 
of these lines. 



iH 




HH 

There is no 3«nieter s^aration between primer (red) 
and IFF transmitter 




In Rack #3. there is no 3-ineter sq)aration between r«l 
and black cables before entering the Marconi switch. 
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009 

lA/SA 

NSTISSAM 2- 

95 

Reel 

Panuraph 6 

In Rack #3, there is no 3-ineter sqiaraliott betw^n 
cryptographic equipment and RT900C transc^ver. 



U PUB 5239-31 
Paragraph 

Al l 7.3.13 

Tliere is not a secure Piotected DistHbution S 3 r 8 tem 
(PDS) leaving Radio Room. LE Locker b^ind Secure 
Sonce. 

01! 

lA/SA 

mi 



Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 

2. SlaeRooiiisl-16-l-L/l-16-2-L 


001 

wsx 

lA PUB 5239-31 
P<uignph 

B.l. 2.6.2 

There is do separation between Clasnfied LAN outlets 
and 1 17 VAC, Undassified LAN, and TV Jack 
outlets. 

002 

lA/SA 

NSTISSAM 2- 

95 

Reel 

Paneranh3.A 

There is no sqiaraiiDn between CiassiBed LAN line 
and MF/HF hne. 

003 

lA/SA 

NSTISSAM 2- 

95 

Reel 

Parearaph 3. 

In State Boom l-td-2>L, Classified LAN line runs 
parallel widi bom generator line. 


Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 


3.Bri<}ge 


A 

6 

c 

Narrative 

001 

lA/SA 

NSTISSAM 

2-95 

Reel 

Paraerapbd 


002 


lA PUB 5239- 
31 

Paragraph 

B.1.2.6.2 

Classified LAN line runs paraUd with 117 VAC, Black 
Data lines, and cellular antenna line. 
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MATERIAL INSPECTION AND RECEIVING REPORT 


l07M-02iN. IMS 

it«tKiwa^p>MM7 . .. ... 

PLEASE DO NOT SlHimN TOUR CCMPLETED fOmi TO THE ABCAfE ADDRESS. 

SEND THIS rORM M ACCOI^ANCE WITH MSTRlXmONS CONTAmED N THE DEARS. APPENDIX . 


. PR(XUREi^l'Mi£iM>MENr OnnnCATION 
(CCMmACT) NO. 

DTC023-02-C-2DWOOI 


] OMAN MO. I fi. WVANCC NOJDATC 
0J.P-2DW3(I2 I ICOS0J0030 08»2«4 


. PAGEjor i «. MCDTANa POINT 

I 2 I D 


2. SHIPMENT NO. | S. DATl StWKD 
NA I 02 Aug 04 


4. 

TCH NA 


S. CNSCOUNT TUNMS 

Nooe 


' I 10. ADMINISTEKD BY <X)DE j 

tComntandani (O' ACS-O) U.S. Coast Guard Deepwater SIPQ, 
il530 Wilson Blvd., Suite 400, Arliogtoo. VA 22209 


». PRMt CONTRACTOA CODE )lUYZ2 

Integrated (2oast Guard Systems. 1530 Wilson Blvd , Suite 400. 
Arlington. VA 222(». USA 


'SHtPPCD raOM (Kottm ttvn S) CODE | 

jBoiltngor Shipyards Loekpon. U LC. 
|P0 Bos 250 
B365 Highway 308 
LockPOft LA. 7 0374 - 0250 


t2. PATMCNTIMU KMAOE8Y 


jConjuandant (G'ACS‘6) U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, 2100 

{Second Si. SW, Room 5208. Washington, DC 20591-000!. USA 


IS. SHIPPED TO 


COWfwPB • 1328 
USCOC AlO} (WPB - 1317), CTO Coast Guard 
8365 Highway 308 
Locfcpon. LA. 70374-0250 


1 14. MaaiR) poa 
il-T. Eggert 


coisTp 


1i 

ITEM NO. 

1« STOI^ARTNO. DESCRFDON 

^nAeere number o^yRppMeeonui'WiT type of 
conainm • coatai^ ntaobtr.i 

17. WANTTTY 

SHumc'o* 

m 

la. 

UNIT PMCC 

so. 

AMOUNT 

0055 1 FA 

1 

1 

Services and 5u|:^)ies: Aiui, (dini/inad 3) 

WPB 123 convenioa, 

Item short shipped of the following components: Details 

on Certincaie of Conformance 

1/1 

Lot 

57,016,731.80 

$7,016,731.80 

loi 

Trial Cards 

1 

Lot 

$54250.00 

554.250.00 

,02 

Training 

1 

Lot 

$10,000.00 

$10,000.00 

'01 

CDRL Exceptions 

1 

Ui 

$16J50.00 

$16,350.00 

lo4 

Tempest POA&M 

1 

Lot 

$5,000.00 

$5,000.00 


2t CmiTRACT QUAUTY ASSURANCE 

a. OfOGlN 

[3*^* r~1 aCCEPTAWCEtf MtW aww 

rMB been msM by nn or ny eupervUien ana 

tney contortn le eomreev eanpi ai noted Mnetn 9 

cn vuppomng eocumema 


> OtSriM&TION 

P CO* O acceptance <»f imea iiam» nn 

been made by me or vndai »tf MpervlUa* ant tf>»y 

confvm to umrbci. mcotk m noieo he>«in 9 « 

supfHrttng documents. 


— sssssBiraCTiir 

Twto Nwa- Cettifieai* of Conromiance 
nru 

MMUNG ABOeCSS- 



meoMAiM: 

tmi: 

MAD. wo ABDatSS 

COWHEIOAl irUOMONI 


22. RECEIVER'S USE 

Ouartioes saMm : 

•POWePt 9064 eendhig^Baeew 

tiCT I ge ti vt S' 

Tvm MAiRL Daniel Hariinger 
"oa Orotweting OfTlcer 

MAAMO AMM(S$. 

US. Coisi Guard Deepwater SLPO 

IS30 Wilton Blvd . Suite eOO. ArlingiOD. VA 

' tr 9U9rnfi/ nrreAma by me Covtmtrvni b me umg 

istiueVtj soyipad ndcare by iXf/wik. ifOifrarenL 

enrar m ni9 quantity ntetrea beiow qutntMy slt^bd 


25. COimtACTOR USE ONLY 


DD FORM 250, AUG 2000 


PFSVIOUS EDITION IS OBSOLETE. 
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MATERIAL INSPECTION AND RECQVINC AEPORT cotmWATiONSHSer 


PAQE 


OF 



ira^ 

NO. 

STO^OPJWTNO D€8<»IP^0N 

(kKifaU0numt>9foisi^ngeont^np(t -fypiol 
ci3tytaiW‘ ocmtaimrMnbBrj 

QUANTITY 

SHiPjnEC'O 


UNFT FRICe 

AMOUNT 

-irH 

js 

Continued 

Classirted Testisg 

I 

lot 

$3,000.00 

$0.00 

$3,000.00 

u 

LM/MS2 C41SR niFs / Problem ShetB 

1 

,0. 

$2,400.00 

$2,400.00 

1 

r 

FCC License Authorization 

> 

lot 

$4^00.00 

$4,000.00 

Is 

1 

SRP Launch and Retrieval POAM 

' 


$aoo 

$0.00 

1 

1’ 

Dual Service lanmatPOAM 

> 


$60Q.fX) 

$600.00 

1. 

1 

P-Spec Adjusimenl 

' 

im 

SS.062.00 

$8,062.00 

1“ 

Credit for Secure Comm Lock 



-12,000.00 

.12,000.00 

1” 

Ciedtt for Move to New Orleans 

1 


•$6,467.00 

.$8,467,00 

i» 

Emergent Work Reque.^ 

1 


$14,200.39 

$14.20039 

1 

Ainouot Paid to Date 

1 


b5.746.168.00 

$5,746,166.00 

1 

1 

Tout Invoice Amount Due 

1 


1,163.168.41 

${,163,168.4] 

! 

1 





$0.00 

1 





$0.00 

{ 

1 





$0,00 

1 

1 

1 




_1 


$0.00 
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i530 NilBon Ooultvard. 400. Arlington. ViTglnlk 22209 


ICGS Certiflcftte of Confonnance: 

Contract Number DTCG23.02-C-2DW001 

DTO Number: DTCG23-03-F-2DW302. CLIN 0055FA 

AsMti CGC ATTU, WPB 1317, J of 5 

Description: This DTO provides the detailed design and coostractioa for uiajor 
modification of the 1 10>foot polrol boat Attu, including completion of all deagn, 
analyses, coDSlrucUon, and testing to deploy the lead vessel of the proposed i23’Ft Cutter 
Class, and to demonstrate compliance widi requirements. Included in the modifications 
NMis an extensive ultrasonic survey of (he bull was coiulucted resulting in the replacement 
of wasted hull plate; a new deckhouse providing an enlarged, 360-degree bridge and 
berthing for a dual-gender crew; a stem extension with a stem ramp and door for launch 
and recovery of the Short-Range Prosecutor; an upgraded CdlSR. suite to ensure 
Interoperability with the IDS; and all related logistics and training. 

1 certify that on 2 August 2D0<1, the ICGS Deepwater Program furnished the 
supplies and/or services called for in accordance with all applicable requirements. I 
further certify that the supplies and/or services are of the quality specified and coofonn in 
all respects virilh the contract requirements, including specifications, drawings, 
preservation, p^kaging, packing, marking requiiemcDts, and physical item idenUheation, 
and are in the quantity shown on the attached acceptance document. 

Comment: This Certificate of Conformance is based upon; 

• LM/MS2 Certificate of Conformance and supporting records. 

• NGSS Certificate ofConfonnaDce and supporting records 

• ICGS audits of LM/MS2, NG/SS, Chand, and Bollinger (BSI)- 

• Functional Configuration and Physical ConfiguTation Audit performed on 29 July 
2004. 

• 1 23 Cutter Certification Matrix 

COMDAC [NS navigation system, gyrocompass, and Radar engineering changes have 
been Installed in the COC Attu. ICGS is in receipt of Ainendment of Solicilabon / 
Modification of Contract, Modification P0003, requisiiion/Purcbasc Reg. No. 24'03* 
2332DW302, signed by Daniel Hartinger, Comracting Officer, United Stales Coast 
Guard, Date Signed, 2 August 2004, providing USCG unilateral determination of contract 
value to incorporate the COMDAC fNS navigation system, gyrocompass, and Radar 
engineeriog changes into the iosiallation for die USCG 1 107123’ conversion. ICGS 
reserves its right to submit a Request for Equitable Adjustment (REA) to the value 
associated with the contracting officer’s unii^ral determination. 


JCCSDe«pwaL«t. cen 

A Llmlecd Udbllicy Conp^ny owned by Hoithcop Orunaa Ship Sy9t<iu ana LocKbted Martin 


Tcsilraony of James M. Atkinson, President and Sr. Engineer. Granite Island Group 
Before Ibe House Committee on Traasportaiioa and Infrastrvctore 
US. Coast Gnard Budget and Oversight Hearing, April 18, 2007 


83 of 168 



234 


_DEB2S9ffER 


Excepdoii(s): 

1) Trial Cards (Attachment A) 

2 ) Training for the Attu ctew 

• Common Operating Picture (COP estimated completion 30 days after 
Classified System lATO) 

3) CDRL Exceptions (Attachment B) 

4) Tenq)esl POA&M, (Attachment C» with Eoclosuie 1 ) 

5) Classified Testing (Attachment C) 

6) LM-MS2 C41SR Problem Resolution Sheet (AtUeJunent D) 

7) FCC License Authorization (30 November 2004) 

8) SRP launch and retrieval system POA&M, (Attachment E) 

9) Dual Service INMARSAT POAM (Attachment F) 

10) Performance Specification Adjustmem 

1 1 ) Credit for Secure Communications Lock 

1 2) Crwht for Move to New Orleans 

1 3) Emergent Work Requests and Coixiifion Found Reports (Attachment G) 


Date of Execution: 

Domain Program Manager^ 
Quality Aagurance Manageg^ 
ICGS Signature: 



»*NciU 
tontracts, ICGS LLC 
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1530 Utlacia Oo«il«v«cd. Suite 400, Arlington. Virginia 23209 


AtUchment A 


Disputed Attii Trial Cards 



Till. 

Esai 

E^'TWI 

Note 

EL0001001 

P25 VHP and P25 UHF not availabto tor 
recording 

g/3l20D4 

$3,000 

le^ 

addr^sed 

previoiis 

DD250's 

ELOOIOOOI 

Cable labeling througtu^ut sNp does not follow 
GENSPEC labeling requirements. Some 
cables have peudai GENSPEC 

9^004 

$5,000 

Issue 

eddre^ed 

(Hevious 

D02^’s 


Disputed 

Attu 

Trtel 

Cards 

$8,000 



Opeu Attu Trial Cards 



Title 



Note 

AX0001001 

Pm stabitiier control head damaged Missno 
knob on speed setting, misaing light o^er and 
missing bubs. 

9/3/2004 

$2,500 


AX0003001 

AO R/0 water maker is inoperable. 

9/3.^004 

0 

GAtO 
purchase 
new unit 

CCOD03001 

KITE display <s incorrectly displaying A1%C>210 
CT/^ mode. Also, can not switch from PT fo 

CT Ihrouqn KITE 

9/3/2004 

$2,500 


CC0Q06001 


03/2004 

$1,000 


CC0007001 


9312004 






■UKiJ 


DK0001001 



$1,000 


EU)002001 

Pilot house security cameras are mtesinq 

9/33004 

$7,000 



IFF cables are inconact (1 enterma) 

lESSSl 



EL0009001 

Positive DC ground tight visible in both battery 
chargers indicatino an unsatisfactorv cor>dttion 

9(33004 

$500 


EL 0012001 

Tones are mcorrect for general, chemical and 
collision alarms 

9/3/2004 

0 

issue 

addressed 


wvw . lC6SDeapwar«i cos 

A Limited Liability Cw^an/ ownea by Northrop Orimoiar. Ship systems and LoeUitad Harcio 
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^Dt^SWtTER 


Attachemenl B 
Attu CDRL Exceptions 


ELfN 

jf 

THIe 

Cost to 
Complete 

ECD 



S1.S00 

10/1/2004 



S4.000 

10/1/2004 


123 Cutter Cartlication Documents 

810.000 

10/1/2004 



$3sa 

10/1/2004 



S500 

10/1/2004 


Attu CDRLTolai 

8ie.35Q 
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AtUcfatnenl C 

Atta Tempot lod CUsstfled T«3tiA| 
POA&M 


TEMPEST Vtsual Inspeclioo Discrepancy Resolution . (Holdback S2,000) 

• 1CX33 to resolve all visual TEMPEST discrepancies as described to the Visual 
Inspection report (enclosure 1) dale for ctosure is 60 days post DD250 sign-oSl 

TKvIPEST Hardware Discrepancy . (Holdback $3 »000) 

• ICQS will correct outstanding SPAWAR instnimented TEMPEST survey hardware 
discrepancy. 


£. (Holdback S3«000) 

Conduct classified systems testing. Target date for completioo of classified testing is 15 

days post USCO lATO, Prerequisite actions: 

• ICCS to resolve all outstanding physical security discrepancies on the 123 to be used to 
execute clarified testing. This must completed in order to hold the necessary classified 
keymol. 

• ICGS to resolve all visual TEMPEST discrepancies 

• Prior to performing any classified testing on a 123 WPB, the USCG must provide an 
lATO to allow treusmit/receive of classified commuoications. 

• ICGS will execute ! 23 classified tests (fr<»n AT procedures), with siq^port as required 
from USCG personnel. 


Enclosure; Visual TEMPEST Inspection Summary 


Testimony of James M Atkinsoa, President and Sr. Eogincert Granite Island Group 
Before tbe House Committee on Traasportation and Infristruclare 
il.S. Coast Guard Budget and Oversight Hearing, April IS, ZOO? 


ssori6S 


239 




Enclosare to Attu Tempest snd Classified Testing POA&M 


Visual TEMPEST ln^)ection Summaiy 


The entire Secure Electrical Tnformatian Processing System was inspected. 

List of spaces with secure processing equipmenl inspected by the visual TEMPEST 
inspector 

1. Radio Room 

2. State Rooms 

3. Bridge 

Discrepancy form legend: 

Column A: Sequential discrepancy number 
Column B: 

SF Correction of (he discrepancy is within the capabili^ of ship's force. 

SFC Correction of the discrqiancy was completed by ships force prior to 
completion of inspection visit 

LA indicates that the assistance of an industrial activl^ is probably required to 
properly correct the discrepancy. 


[AC Indicates that an industrial activity corrected the discrepancy. 

SA indicates that the assistance of a support activity is probably required to 
properly correct the discrepancy. 

SAC Indicates that a suppon activity corrected the discrepancy. 

Column C: Document Fefereoce to which the installation does not conform. 
Narrative; A brief description of the discrepancy found. 
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JDEEP^ER 


Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 

I. Radio Room 2*28»0-Q 


A 

B 

C L 

Narrative 

001 

lA/SA 

Hi 

There is no separation between Classified LAN and 
UnciasaiBed LAN oitilAs. 

002 

lA/SA 

Hi 

Classified LAN lines are run with 120V AC power 

Uses (oo aeparuiion). 



NSTISSAM 2- 
95 

Rec 1 

Paragraph 3£ 
Note 2 

Coax TV line runs along with Classified LAN line. 



NSTISSAM 2- 
95 

Reel 

Paragraph 3.B 
Note 2 

There is do sepsoration between alarm panel lioe and 
Classified line. 

005 

lAySA 

NSTISSAM 2 - 
95 

Reel 

Pamsraph 2.B 

Tbe printer (red) along with Classified LAN line rims 
paralld with IFF antenna line. There is do separation 
of these lines. 

006 

lA/SA 

lA PUB 5239- 
31 

Paragraph 

A.l.lJ 

The printer (red) uses black power. 

The printer router (red) uses black power. 

007 


gH 

There is iu> 3-meter separatioa between printer (red) 
and IFF transmitter. 

008 


■■ 
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009 

lA/SA 

NSnSSAM 2- 
95 

Reel 

Paragraph 6 

In Rack #3, there ts no 3-meter separation between 
cryptographic equipment and RT9000 transceiver. 

010 

lA/SA 

lA PUB 5239-31 

Paragraph 

A.I.I.7J.1.B 

There is rK>{ a secure Protected Distribution System 
(PDS) leaving Radio Room. LE Locker b^und Secure 
Space. 

on 

lA/SA 

NSTiSSAM 2- 
95 

Paragraph 4.9.6 

Cable TV system needs to use an amplifier/anenuator 
at the point of entry into the secure space and needs to 
be of a type that ivovides one-wav filtraOon. 


Discrepancies and Corrective Action Rqwrt 

2. StaleRoom3l-I6-1-L/l-16-2-L 


001 

lA/SA 

lAPUB 5239-31 
Paragraph 

B.l. 2.6.2 

There is no separation between Classified LAN outlets 
and 1 17 VAC. Unclassified LAN, and TV Jack 
outlet. 

002 

UUSA 

NSTISSAM 2- 
95 

Rec 1 

Paragraph 3. A 

There is no separation between Classified LAN line 
and MF/HF line. 

003 

lA/SA 

NSTISSAM 2- 
95 

Reel 

Paragraph 3. 

In State Room 1-16-2-L, Classified LAN line runs 
parellet with bom generator line. 


Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 


^.Bridge 


A 

B 

C 

Narrative 

001 

LVSA 

NSTISSAM 

2-95 

Rec I 

Paragraph 6 

There is no 3meter separation between red output ond 
black lines for the Kite handset H 1 and #2. 

002 

LVSA 

lA PUB 5239- 
31 

Paragraph 

B.l. 2.6.2 

Classified LAN line runs parallel with 1 17 VAC. Black 
Data lines, and cellular antenna line. 
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IND taison BQul«v«cd< auit* 400« Aclirtgton, VlrqiniA 22209 


ICGS Cef1i5cAU of CoBfi(»na«Bce: 

CoBtnct Nnmber: DTCG23-02-C-2DW001 

DTO Nvoiber: DTCXJ23-03-F-2DW302, OJN 0055FA 

Ajn<: CGC NUNIVAK, WPB 1306, 2 ol*5 

l>cseripd<Hi: This DTO pn>videft die deUiled design and coostnic^ for mojor 
modification of the 1 10>foat patrol boat Kuaivak. ixtcluding compiefion of all design, 
analyses, consiruction,aodte8tif«to<teploy thevessdsoftba 123-Ft Cutter Class, and to 

tficlttded in the iBOdific^ODs was SO 

caoeosive uttnsoote survey of the hull was condicted resulting in the reptacemeot of 
wasted hull plate; a new deekhouae (vovidtog an atlaiged, 360-degree bridge and 
berthing for a dual-geoder crew, a stem extennon with a sura ramp and door for launch 
md recovery of the Short-IUnge Proseoitor, an upgraded C41SR suite to ensure 
ta u rope ra bility with the IDS; and all related logiilics and training. 

I certify that on 14 February 2005, the ICGS Deqiwater Program fiiraished the 
fiipplies and/or seivices celled for in accordance with all applicable requiremoits. i 
fiodier ceitify that the supplies tnd/or services are of the qittlity specified and con for m in 
ail respects with the oontraa r eq u i r e m e it ts; including specificatioos, drawings, 
praservmfott, packaging, retiutremeiits, and [^ysical Hem identificalioa, 

aul are in the quantity shown on the attached acceptance document. 

Cemment: This Certificate ofConformance is based upon; 

• LM/MS2 Certificate ofConformance and siq^xxling records 

• NGSS Certificate ofCtNkformance and tupponing records 

• ICGS audrttofLM/MS2.NG/$S,CfaBnd, and Bollinger (BSD 

• Functional Coofiguratioa and Physical Configuration Audit performed on 10 
Feb. 2005. 

« 123 Cutter CertificaiioD Matrix 


Cxeeption(i): 

1) Trial Cards (Attacfamenl A) 

2) Training for the Nutuvak crew 

• Common Operttii^ Picture (COP estimated completion 30 days afier 
Classified System lATO) 

3) CDRL Exceptions (Anactanem B) 

4) Demoftsffate CdSystem meets ATO requirements. (Attachment C) 


vM^.ICG8CM«pw>tec ■ com 

A limited Liability Ccopany Owned by Necthcop Oruefien Ship Systems and Lockheed Hartln 
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^ DEEPWVT ER 


Cxception(t); 

1) Trial Carda (Attachnwrit A) 

2) TraumigfortheNijnivakcrew 

• CommoiiOpenriiigPican (COP earimated completion 30 daya after 
Claaaified System lATO) 

3) CDRL ExcqdioiB (Attadunem B) 

4) D emo aatiale CdSyatem meets ATO req u aemen U . 

d) LM-MS2 C4ISR Problem Retahidog Sheet (Aitadnaeat C) 

6) FctfbnnsiKe Spedlicatiao Adjustment 

Daleef ExecotieB: 

Domate PregnuH 
Qaalitx Airaraiice Muttfer: 

ICGS Seaton; 
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C-ACS PAVMi>T APPROVAL 

l<)NlHACn>KN,\Mt KTW C<i»JTRA<T»>iO 

INV'01Cr.V<>l.‘CiH:RN(}. OMDHRKitMBCR 

iNVOICK-VOI >CI<LR AMr tLHM.7Ji.50 MH'R NUMBf K 

DAH RF{ VI)|-UUI»f R 

TYPE or RAY.ML.Sir: S 1NV0H.> KAVMtNT 0 a>NIHAn FfNAMIW PAYMLNI 

Pc4k*/HV t\n hilctTft Peml/t'l 




□ Mll'K{t:)»«rporv ijPAVMENI 


l iir .1 C tntinKl. OrJvT, iv MIPU iC'nictKin Ih. s<!cn tineorihe 


KKtAl IVirtt Q AUVAW.'!-; 

Q I'ROORESi 

0I'AR1IAI. 

DmN.AI. RIoIHKK f)DO.50 

t PM'ltner (l:ndc 1 «nHi£r<l>: Q A1)VA?^> 

QiNtLRIM 

D H'tfAJ 


TAM.'Ubofllour: n-30VAN‘CX 

□ rKTERJ.M 

□ fik.al 


t rtf a MIf’R H'aii-gftiN It, scKettsne «vt the fotlnwtng! 




Reimtturswineiti; Q ADVAhK'L 

□ PARTIAL 

□ HWAL 


Prrtinpt P 0 >inora' ^.Ktda^T 1 l()llKr_ 

t4> A da'-x IhKtNim Tof Pvwnpi Pat nKm. 

nr)n»: H> 3»» 




OiVwiiil: •* *i *•« 

.AiMpiimmi ut'CEiiim: Ve> No 



1 INo Dh's'iiuiii 

TROM: PjnwIaHiNc 



IR.U4b 

•fO; USCr,rrNANK.*KCFNTCR 

VIA: LI Ben FlemiBi 

TLSM SB 

Q-D 

Accmirs Patithle 

COIIt/PioieciOiriccr 

iniiiiib A DmIv 

«> t f »rR 


FiR.AT F.MDf>Rfv£Ml!N T AUitt I mxn Jrtvr as ut)icr uriiutt eritictict' In H*h nf 'a n-cfivUtf: rupnrt. 1 

1. 3 AwwoveMvmefUoftHvoteia/VouchgNft. IQjSOJQPA i tbf tht mbuimR uf tLOM.73ig.SQ 

Anmtnl wuyidd; Q tVcaiiaclkxl jusiirictiiirtii] 

O >uf pik'S.'Mn icvs \«Ti: rct.-tivv'd. ifisfKAteii. anii lK(CfMM<c UfccAiitmcRdcd 

Dvlivcn DiiU J.WptlS : «• 

O The supfkUcVMr^ kcji \M;re «nii|K.vwd. m<} nxvpwJ. 

IX'lh'i.f) Uyle .^W.Ul ■Ycui.'puiM.vIkiic .3 WU5 lor 

D ilK^-untraiitir'^rniijWviiis vumiiKOvurffe wih ihciKnmofM 

2. D UtMDiiffivc atvmeot 6f l)iva<Cfc-Vouehtf No. fof Uu; laHno-int (!iC4! auwkiitcnn. 

3. (S Charge the roiluuiiig accounting tine(s) tor payincttt: 


Document 

DAFlSr^umber 

Accounting St 

AuiiroDriatiMi Data 

Aninunt 

mESSBSSSM 

240 . 32332 DW .102 

2 2 6 G OW (X) 0 56 B 2 UO 70509 25 IG 

il OM.?. 3 X..St) 

POOOOV 


0 




0 




0 



cut fCPniject Oittccr 


, H 

} iltv'rpd^nHjni ihi; it'urii.i.Aittkr «> Atd'K M.nhx k 

.* OmK 


IS ia rii« Mi'niim *'i St *M>j 71g 


4ia»un! Hriitihdd 


tC'nmpIvic rl ma ivin Kl<d vi < in/ l'iMl<a>cnienlt 


Conifnml*: 


Vai.ie:l*.i»iKh«n4«te i.^7l-:i8-.324#,| [>inc: 
I nk. <. gmrw.lin| Oliker 
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J3&PiAWrER 


1$30 Mllaon BoulftVAcd, 5ult« 400, Aflin^ton, Vltqinla 22209 


ICGS CcftMcitc of Confemance: 

Cutnct Namber: DTCG23>02^-2DW00I 

DTO Nomber: DTCC23-03-F-2DW302, CUN 0055FA 

Amt: CGC VASHON, W?B 1308. 3 of 5 

Dmriptioa: Thi» DTO provide! the dAaiied design ud constructioD for major 
nodifl^oo of the I lO'foot patrol boat Vaahon, indutfing completion of all design, 
analyses. coostnjWtioii. and ImCbis to deploy the vessels of the 123-R Cutta Class, and to 
denxMWtimcoaipUaiiH wHhrequi^^ Included in the nKxfiffoatioiis was an 
exteosive uhrasoidc survey of the hull was conducted resulting in the rqdacenient of 
wasted hull plate; a new deckhouse providing an enlarged, 360i>degree bridge and 
bmhmg for a duaHtender oew, a stern extension with a stern ramp and door for launch 
and recov^ of the Sbort-Rai^ Prosecutor, an upgraded C41SR suite to ensure 
iiiteropenbUity wHh the Q>S; nd a& related logistics and trainii^ 

I certffy that on 09 March 2005, the )COS Deepwater Program fisiusbed the 
supplies and/or services called for in accordance whh all applicable requirements. 1 
fortlKT certify that the supplies and/or services are of the i^ity specified and conform in 
all re^>ects with the contract reqinrementi, including spedfications. drawings. 
{Reservation, packaging, packing, marking requirements, and physical item identificatioo. 
and are in the quantity shown on the attached acceptance docuntem. 

Comment: This Certificate ofConformaoce is based upon; 

• LM/MS2 CertificMe of Coofonnance and lu^orting records. 

« NGSS Certificate ofCoofcmnar^ and supporting records 

• ICGS audits of LM/MS2, NO/SS, Chaod. and Bollingef (BSO 

• Funcdonal Configuration and Physical Configuradon Audit performed on 02 
Mar. 2003. 

• 123 Cutter Certificatkm Matrix 


Eaceptioii(s): 

1) Trial Cards (Attachment A) 

2) Traimng fix the Vasbon aew 

• Common Operatii^ Kcture (COP estimated completion 30 days after 
Classified System lATO) 

3) CDRL Exceptfoos (Attachment B) 

4) Demonstrate CdSystem meets ATO requirements. 


wsfw. ICSSOeepvvter. cep 

A LlMlttd l.iablltt)r Omed by Northrop Cruavan Ship Systems and Loeltheod Hattin 
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-DES^WffER 


5) Iiisuraaceipvea,RjgbHiiidPiopdlef 

6) Performance %NCt<lcatk>o Adjaabnent 


DaCeef Execadoa: 




Donala Prognn Maniter: 
QmlKy Anarme t MtM gen 
ICCSSIgui 





* I keitaXa 

IMlI^erofCoBtn 






Neil 

of CoBtraeta* ICGS LLC 
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MATERIAL INSPECTION AWl RECEIVING REPORT 


Th» putfc iMieninQ bwoi la 8ih rn l wt l nn irf n latinmx U t im ay 30 m 

gwiHTMt Md (MMiaMkv M «HJ> MMMfc and eempfedlng and n w awitna aw uMHn or 
<J IntenMiiMi MiiWfw luggcMOM IM nducdig dw Mntan. ta P — r w awt ot CW> 


M W aiy tern rntta S dw cedaeUan 


, - . arnnvmmim. Sand Mmnm noMind m — - , — 

lugatfUOM Ik ndHC»« dw Iw^ ta P— want tri OWMa. w nnaniwa waaddiiinw SanaCM. Omnaw* lor i n te naane n ppKmm and dcpcm 

Jtr&MnTfWa Hdhwn. SiM 12W. AAmeoa. V* timz-iW. d ai t m wwr Ti #(Ma » airtra ««i MM«naun«iiif iny — — — 

' ' ~ coA>yimaciM>cnttidH^m*uandH«>wnetdi«U)racwia>«y iiiHOMooninii — -- 


(onx-ataa). i 2 ts 

auidact ta »Muaty 

PilEASE DO NOT RETURN V^R COMPUTED FOMA TO THE ABOVE ADDRESS. 

SEND THIS FOm IN ACCORDANCE MIH THE INSTRUCTIONS OMITAIN^ m THE OFARS, APPENDIX F-401 . 


PftOCUftEMEMT INSTTUJI«Kr K^ryindAimSiP 
S^irrniACT) NO 

DTCG23-02'C-2DW001 


I t^ERMO. U. tNVOKS MOJDATE 

03<F-2DW302 I fCOSOSOOiCQ 10^3/05 


. PACE I C 

1 


j ( I acceptmcc Ktmr 
2 I D 


2 SHIPhKNT NO. | 3. DATE SH»KD 

NA I OTOctOS 


« ^NA 

tcnNA 


S. OlSCOUMTHRMS 

None 


iWMlcoinuM:™ com|1UYZ2 |u>. •ouMinmom TODt] 

Integrated Coast Guard Systems. 1530 Wilson Blvd.. Suite 400. iConimandaiit {G*ACS-6> U.S. Coast Guard Deepwats SIPO, 
Arlington, VA 22209. USA |l330 Wilson Blvd.. Suite 400. Ailington, V A 22209 


SHmO WOM ptgVier omn 9f CODE | 

Bdlingn’ Shipyards Lodcport, 1-L.C. 
PO Box 250 
8365 Highway 308 
Lockpon. LA. 70374.0250 


1 12. PAfMENT MU. BE MADE BY 


iCoimnandant <G>ACS>d) U.S. Coast Gturd Headquarten. 2i00 

ISeamdSt. SW, Room 5208, Washington, DC 2(»9l*OOOt, USA 


1} SHPPTOTO CODE "jwPB - 1305 

USCGC Monhegafl (WPB • 1305), OO Coast Guard 
:8365 Highway 308 
Lockport. LA, 70374-0250 


MARKED FOR 

iCOMMANDING OFFICER 


ie stocx/partno 


(fricanf d numdat' aT 




17. QUANTtIT 
SHT/RECO' 


Servtces and Supplies: Moohegan, (lhni/mocl9) 

WPB 123 coBversion, shipset ft7 
Item short shipped of (he following components; Details 
on Cenificaie of Conformance 
Bridge Group Discrepancies 
Technkai Data 
Power Group D'saepancies 

|CQP Training 


$139400.00 

£150.000.00 

$150,000.00 

£10.000.00 


$139,500.00 

£150.000.00 

$150,000.00 

$10.000,00 


2t. CONTRACT QUAklTV ASSURANCE 
a. ORlom 

|n CQA Q AOCePTAKt ql iMae sam* 
twi caan m«tt by ma or wiMr <ny utpatvtSMn m 
ihdy umofMiacanuaa. eccapt as i>o>«dh<r«mar 


b. OtSTINATION 

M COA MteCPTANCE ol NMao nana has 
bean mada by ma « wxMr a<y wipenristen and tfwy 
eeniorm w eawaci. aieadi v notatf hmm w ee 


Tvdio HMii: Ceniftoilc of Confomimce 

liIU; 

aUlUNn ADOBKS' 

CWMCROM. mCPKIM 



nno •WW. C Jacoby 
nnt PM 
waajws aooarss 


22 RECEIVER'S USE 
Qva'anasshmmincbNina t7w«nraeai»M in 
apptranieoaaa 


rmb MMM: Daa Hajliogcr 
TrtU: CoatraciiBg OfTicei 

MMUM6 ADCWfSa 

U.S. Coaai Guard Deepwater SIPO 
1530 Wilson Blvd.. Suile400, Arlington. VA 
571-218.3253 


COwauiltCIAl TUEdHOHC , 


* V putfroty rwM/twtf ay m» C«wTvnanT Is tfw uma 

»t qi/amSy t/tippqq, dwfcaca b/{X} msft.- If MTmv'K. 

9fKtr aeiuW qiMr^ffy raeaWetf batow qMKtJty 


23. CONTRACTOR USE ONLY 


OD FORM 250. AUG 2000 


PREVIIXIS EDITION fS OBSOLETE 
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JSeePWffER 


IS3O Hllson Bouievard, 5uli9 100, Acilngton, Virginia Z2209 


ICGS Ortiflcate of CooforoioDce: 

CoQlTftCt Namber: DTCG23-02-C-2DW001 

DTO Niimber: DTCG23-03-F.2DW302. CLIN 005SFA 

Asset: CGC Monhegan, WPB 1305. 4 of 5 

Descriptioo: This DTO providoi the detailed design and constnicdon for major 
modificadon of the 1 lO-foot patrol boat Monhegan. iocludiog completion of dl design, 
analyses, coastiucuoii, and cestiiig to deploy the vessels of the 123'Ft Cufter Class, and to 
demonstrate coii^)Uance with requireoiei^s. Included in the modifications was ao 
extensive uitrasonte survey of the hull was ctmdvcted resulting in t)» replacement of 
wasted hull plate; a new d^kbouse providing an enlarged. 360-degree bridge and 
berthing for a dual-geoder crew; a stem extension with a stem ramp and door for launch 
and reco^^ of the Short-Range Prosecutm", an upgraded C41SR ^te to ensure 
interoperability with the IDS; and all related logistica and training. 

} certify that on 3 Ocufoer 2005, the ICGS Deepwater Program foniished the 
supplies and/or services called for tn accordance with applicable requirements I 
funber certify that the supplies and/or services are of the quality specified and conform in 
all respects with the contract requiremertts, including qiecifications, drawings, 
preservation, packaging, packing, marking requirements, and physical item identification, 
and are in the quantity shown on the attached acceptance document 

Comment: This Certificate of Conformance is based upon; 

• LM/MS2 Certificate of Coofoniui^ and supporting records. 

• KGSS Certificate of Conformance and supporting recwds 

• ICGS audits of LM/MS2, NG/SS, Cband, and Bollinger (BSO- 


Excqrtlonfs): 

1) Bridge Group Discrepancies (Attachment A) 

2) Technical Manuals, Updated FCCS, and Stability Booklet (LOI S & S034) 

3) Power Group Discrepancies (AttachmenlB) 

4) Common Operating Picture Training (COP estimated completion 30 days after 
Classified System lATO) 

5) SKF Operafional Trairang (estimated completion 30 days after delivery) 

6) ARC*210 Operational Training (estimated completion 30 days after delivery) 

7) As Built Drawings (S037) 


ICGSDe«pw8C«r . cob 

K Limited Uability Compsry <>>n«d by tlorthr<7p CcuMMn Ship Systttna and Lockhe«d Martin 
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JSigP^TER 


6) ARC-210 Operational Training (estimated completion 30 days after delivery) 

7) Ai Built Drawings (S037) 

8) Selected Records Drawings (S038) 

9) Cutter Specification Ceitificatioo Documentation (SOI 6) 

10) Demonstrate C4 Meets ATO Requiramenls 

11) De-raaing Certificate 

12) Cable Lables 

13) P-Spec Adjustment 


Dace of Eaecutinii: ^ 

(^■ab'ty Assurance Manager 





Flnance/Businest Manager 
Domain Program Manager^^ 
ICGS Signaiuret 


rj.6^Neill 
Director i4 Contracts* ICGS LLC 
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NOimmOR JSRUMMAM 

St^SyUetm 


AwndMtOpMlea* 
p. o.eoteono 

OrtM*. lA XIIMMCa 


NGSS Certificate of Cortformance: 


Contract HumUr. DTCG23-Q2-C-20W001 
DTO Number DTCG23^-F-2DW302, CUN 0055FA 
Asset: CGC MONHEGAN, WPB 1305. 4 of 5 

Description: Hris DTO providea the construction tor major modtRcation of the 1 10>foot patrol 
boat Monhegan, kKtuding completion of ail constatction, end testoig to deploy the vessel and 
to deoKinstrate compliance with requirement. Included ii the modifications was an 
uttraacTBc surv^ of the hull which rasped 'ey the raplaoement of portions of tt)e hud plate; a 
new deckhouse providing an ersarged, d^degree bridge eukI berthing for a duaf-gender 
crew, a stem extension wKh a stem ramp and door for launch and recovery of the Short* 
Range Prosecutor, an upgraded C4iSR suite to ensure interoperability with the IDS; and all 
related logistics and training. 

I certify that on 3 October 2005, the ICGS De^water Program furnish^ the supplies 
attd^or services caUed (or in accordar^ with all appiicBbte requirements. ) further certify that 
the supplies md/ot services are of the quality spectfied and conform in aH respects with the 
contract requirements, including spedfi^oru, drawings, preseniration, packaging, pecking, 
marking requirements, and ^lysical Hem Identfflcation, arxl are In the quantity shown on the 
attached acceptance documerit 

Comment: This Certtficate of Cortformarica is based upon; . 

• BoiBnger Shipyards Certificate of Conformance 

• NGSS Q.A. Souoe Inspections 

• Functicnal Configuration Audit and Physical Configuration Audit competed April 
2005 

• 123 Cutler Ceftification Matrix 
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p.o.eoiBanQ 
Nw ortM. u 7m«aa»o 


Exception(8): 

1) Monhao^n* Attachment A. Trial Cards 

2) Monhegaiv Attachment B. Training for the Craw 

3) Monhdoarv Attachment C. CDRL's 

4) Monhegaiv Attachment O.C^enttems not Trial Oarde 


Date of Execution: 

^Signature: 

QeraldGood 

■ 
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LcenMEco-HARim coapoRATiaN 

sawta® 


EXTfiRHAL CERTIFICATICW OF 

CCT<FOI|lilWI»ICE . 

' ■' ' ■' -- ■ 

It )» lw«by iiSfOM that tM matnul iuppli«<! oh ttw le^wonced puiicii^ onietK«l«act 
Numtior Wy Ooiiotmo lo nhof^i^atiM ipecilla^ons onit ITw rhatehaium^ iit 

in cQitioiiahca.wtth thtt lateotBQW / RBvWoti hotei. Aft:o«iteW:'w^l)ed un*h'*'* «*»«•» 

purcK^asd ot-notmiKhaM by Locfchmd Maifin Mh Sonhoia 

Mf oi^^ipw^asins «m#»« looQinfev irnpection^dsiB l» iuM 

MPOflf^Utet 


Date; taaBMww (CuawMv iomzeoti 

GuMonw,, toBiBrtiwl'eoi»tt?w«rt:g»<»«» . .. -. - 

Pu(dtM«.Oiher/Coi*«i«kimWh iyn»»<»#jBDW»W(^ _ 
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-CEBWfTER 


15M Boulevard, Suite 409, Axltngton. Virginia 22S09 


ICGS Certificate of ConfomaDce: 

Contract Nomber DTCG23-02-C-2DWOOI 

DTO Number: DTCO23-03-F-2DW302, CUN 0055FA 

Asict: CGC Manitou, WPB 1 302, 5 of S 

Description: This DTO provides the detailed design and construction for major 
modification of the 1 10>foctt patrol boat Manitou, including completion of all design, 
analyses, constructiOD, and testing to deploy the vessels of the 123-Ft Cutter Class, and to 
demonstrate compliance with requirecnema. Included in the modifications was an 
extensive ultrasonic survey of the hull was conducted resuking in the replacement of 
wast^l hull plate; a new deckhouse providing an enlarged, 360-degree bridge arxl 
berthing for a dual-gender aew; a stem extension with a stem ramp and door for launch 
and recovery of the Sbort-EUrtSC Prosecutor; an upgraded C4ISR suite to ensure 
interoperability whh the IDS; and all related lo^stics and training. 

I ceitiiV that on 1 3 January 2006. the ICGS Deepwater Program tUmished the 
supplies and/or sovices called for in accordance whh all applicable requirements. 1 
further certify th^ the supplies and/or services are of the quality specified and conform in 
all respects with the contract requirements, including specifications, drawings, 
pretervation, packaging, packing, marfdng requirements, arxl physical item identification, 
and are in the quantity shown on the ao^ed acceptance document. 

Comment: This Certificate ofConformance is based upon; 

• LA1/MS2 Certificate of Conformance and supp(»Tii»g records, 
t NGSS Certificate of Conformance and supporting records 

• ICOS audits of LM/MS2, NG/SS, Chand, and Bollinger (BSl). 

* Physical Configuration Audit. 

* 123 Cutter Certification Matrix 


CiceptioB<s): 

1) Bridge Group Discrepancies (Attachment A) 

2) Power Group Discrepancies (Attachmem B) 

3) Trial Cards, general (Attachment C) 

4) Common Opcratii^ Picture Training (COP estimated completion 3D days after 
Classified System lATO) 

5) CDRL Items (Attachment D) 


wwv. ICCSOe«pwBl«l • com 

A L:im3t«a Liability Coivpany CA<««4 by fiocthrop GruauMn Ship Syatans and Loclhe«d Martin 
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jdeeP^er 


Demonstrate C4 System meets ATO Requirements 

P-Spec Adjustment 

CUN 055FA Closeout (Attachment E) 


Dateof Eieeution: 

L. 

Ouelitv Aainrance Maoucr: 

Fin«nc««usinK,M«ii«Eer / 

Domain Program MaaagerJ^p 

i A 

ICGS SieitalurersiuA ^ 


T\ Ke^ 

iI.O’NelU 

Diractort^ 

^onlfacta, ICGS LLC 
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6. oiKOUirr Tfma 
None 


t«. ADMUtmotBI iv 


•. PWW COKTUMTOH COCE ]tUYZ2 

Interned Cost Ouvd Sysictw, 1330 WilsoaBlvO., Suite 400. |C<ntBnmdAnt(0*ACS>6)U.S. Cost Guard DeepwtUrSIPO, 
ArUaglon,VA 22209, USA I1S30 Wilson Blvd.. Suite 400. Arlin^usn. VA 22209 


ii.SHmonniKii’MMaiaiN code| 
Boltfaiger Slupytids Lockpon, L.LC. 
PO Box2S0 
18365 Highway 308 
Loefaioit.LA- 7 0)74-0250 


12. MVMCMT WU. BE MAK V 


iCoromaDdaai (G-ACS-d) US. Cota Guard Headquvten, 2i00 
tSttoiM]StSW,RDom520S.Wu)uflgUin.DC 20591-0001, USA 


13. SHMKOTO CCPOCjWPD* 1302 
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W?B 123 cMveraioD widi dry^ck package, ahipaetM 
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t/t 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

COMhMNOen OPERATIOflAL TEST ANO EVALUATION PO«C5 
7S70 DIVFN STREET 

NORTOLK. VII«SN*A 735M->4Q8 3^80 

Ser Tf>/. 

APR 2 7 2005 

*rom: Coirmtindej, Opardtional Test end Pvaiuation Torce 
To: CoTnmandant, Uni red Stiites Coast Guard 

Subj: UPDATE OF THE 123-FOOT PATROL BOAT il22’ ^TS) 

OPEPATIONAL ASSESS^';Er^T ANALYSIS (OA?a) OF 29 SEP 04 

Refi (a) COMOT CCGARD WAS.41KC3TON DC lOlDCj?. ^‘:ar 05 

/b) COMOPTEVfOft itr 3580 Ser 7S/S80 of 29 S^p 04 
(C) COMOPTETVFOR Itr 3980 Ser 91/494 of 18 Jnl 03 

EncI; (1) OAA Update Matrix and Congnencs 


1. SURPOSB. Reference iaj requested COHOPTBVTOR co provide 
an update to the 123' WP3 upgrade OAA report: {reference (b} i . 

CAVSAT: Thia obsazvation does not constitute a formsl phase 
of operational testing (OT) , but rather a danonstration in 
iriiich or testers are actively involved, providing operational 
perspective and gaining valuable hands-on fanillarity with the 
system. Data and findings from this observation may be used 
to supplement Consal OT data, provided certain criteria are 
met. This observation does not cmsolve critical operational 
issues <COZ) and does not reach conclusions regarding 
effectiveness or suitsbility. 

2, BACKGROUND. CCHOPTEVFOR conducted a review and update pi 
Che 123' WPB Upgrade OAA, jncluciing the supporcing ccnrisnd, 
control, ccBinunications, computers, incell iesnee, survetllarice 
arid reconnaissance (C4ISR> and Logistics I.nforfnatior. 

MAUAgenerit Systen as they applied to both the cutter 

and the supporting operational and iT>ainter.ance organizations, 
Obaervations were conducted in cutters MATAGORDA, >5ETOM?KIN, 
c’AD‘<E, ar.d NUKiVAK at U.S. Coast Gv.ard Sector Key west and 
included observations at ali i.Tvr.ediate si:ppr.rtir,g 
organizations. This update period vas .not planned or 
coordinated by a progratn test and evaluation rr.aster plan and 
vas not pate of the 123' vi‘*b OAA test plan {reference {O). A 
separnte *.esc plan was not developed for this upUsLe. A 
review of the significant risks and associated recomenciaticas 
provided in rsierence {b> vas conducted and will provide the 

program with curro»ftt operational assossmejit of 
eignificant risks to operational effectiveness and 
suit^tbllicy, whose associated reccninendations should be 
iiupliamentF-d prior to opeiMtiofial evtr.'.iacior: {OCEVALj . 
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Subj: UPDATE OF THE 123-FOOT PATROL BOAT (123' WPB) 
OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS OF 29 SEP 04 


3. RISK SUMMARY, The following table depicts the current 
level of risk assessed to be associated with the successful 
resolution of COIs prior to OPEVAL. Risk assessment is based 
upon a comparison of previously reported risks with 123' WPB 
and associated support system program in^rovements since 
coirpletion of the OAA. 


001 Asnessaonts 

OhA 

CO/20/04) 

OtiJi update 
(4/2»/05> 


Survaillanee, Detection. Classification, 
identification and Prosecuticn (SDCir) 

■ 

■ 











^HCQSXflH 

nmiiimumiB 








■■ 

2 

Slectiomagnetic environmental Effects 16') 


Hi 

3 

Reliability 


■ 


Maintainability 



t 

Availability 

!■ 

■■ ■■ 




■■■■I 


Coapatlbility 

. 






■■■■II 

Training 



1 











H 

-J—i 


C^loc cod«9 for OAAs ac«: 


- High lev«l oi risk id»nCl.Ci*d. 

. - Had«rat« lev«l of risk identified. 

|H|| - Little or no liak identified. 

mite - Not evaluated or assessed as a result of systen imaaturicy 
or lack of information. 

Notest 

1 Risk increase due to C4I5R system dieplsylng no improvement In 
obtaining interface with other service/ageney syatems. There 
was no capability for track input, sharing, or for enail/ehst. 

2 Risk inecaase due to decertification of the capability of the 
C4ISR installation to meet lA requirements on any euttars. 

3 Risk mitigation due to TCHPCST certification and continuing 
resolution of identified discrepancies. 

A Risk increase due to insufficient progress on developing 
or updating training and certification programs, operating 
manuals, technical manuals, maintananee procedures, etc. 

& Although Outside the scope of this assessment, it appeals 
that the modifications to the 123' MPB may have contributed 
to the degradation of the structural integrity of the hull 
and overall eorepatibllity with the operating environnent . 

€ Risk increase due to continued lack of operational and 
maintenance docunentation despite significant program 
eKperience and cutter delivery. 
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Sub;]: UPDATE OF THE 123'POCrr PATROL BOAT (123' WPB) 

OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS OF 29 SEP 04 

4. RISK UPDATE C(^'fi4EKTS. Enclosure (1) provides 
recommendations from reference (b> and the associated risks 
that provided the foutxjation for those Initial 
recommendations. The last column of enclosure (1) provides 
cornments resulting from this update period. 

5. SI(»)I7ICANT OBSERVATIONS 

a. 123' WPB 

(1) Cccmand and Contzol (C2> . The C2 equipment and 
associated software packages provided with the modification 
have not demonstrated the capability to generate a local 
tactical picture (LTP), contribute to a collective tactical 
picture/ or receive the Atlantic Area managed common 
operational picture (COP). Interoperability on classified 
voice circuits was limited to USCG shore stations, cutters, 
and aircraft. The C'lISR system was not working as designed and 
the systems were not capable of operating or maintaining a 
basic capability in accordance with the CONOPS. 

<2) LIMS. The LIMS logistics system {including 
both the ELLIPSE in-port functionality and the Fleet Logistics 
Management System (FLMS) underway) has had a negative impact 
on the maintenance and supply functions of the cutters. Of 
the twelve projected "iteration zero'' capabilities, eleven 
have not yet been provided. 

<3) Short Range Prosecutor (SRP) Recovery. SRP 

recovery evolutions in higher sea states are being conducted 
without proven oc validated procedures and have the potential 
to be done at levels of risk beyond what is acceptable for 
personnel and equipment safety. Decrease in communications 
capability of the SRP and resulting degradation of C2 between 
the cutter and the SRP impact operational ef fectiveness and 
safety during recovery operations. 

<4) Oocumentatlon. LIMS operating manuals, C4ISR 
system technical and operating manuals, training and personal 
qualification program documentation, towing and SRP recovery 
equipment certifications, and system operating procedures were 
either not provided or are incomplete. 

<9) Situational Awareness. Various new 
installations on the cutters provided improvements 
individually. As a collection of standalone capabilities, 
they included the digital global positioning system, automated 
identification system, and the Infrared camera system. The 
crews were able to combine some of the individual outputs of 
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Subj; UPDATE Of THE 123-FOOT PATROL BOAT (123' WPB) 
OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS Of 29 SEP 04 

these equipments and obtain an increased situational awareness 
during patrols. These equipments were not integrated and were 
not capable of contributing to a networked tactical picture. 

b. The following observations and recommendations are 
deemed significant beyond the 123' WPB upgrade in that the 
associated risks may iIl^:>act other Deepwater program assets, 
C4ISR and logistics domains, or the Integrated Deepwater 
System overall. 

<1) LIMS/ELLIPSE/FLMS lack of functionality and 
increased level of effort is currently isolated to the cuttera 
in Sector Key West, The capability to deal with the 
deficiencies of the system is only possible as a result of 
tremendous effort by the ICGS on sit© representative and the 
District and Sector maintenance organizations. Extension of 
the LIM3 program in its current state to other U5CG locations 
should be carefully considered pending a near complete 
development and validation of LIMB capability and 
functionality. 

(2) The C4ISR equipment and software installed in 
the 123' WPB are initial production iteration installations 
for all subsequent Deepwater program assets. The inability to 
generate a LTP and to contribute to the COP or to receive and 
display the COP need to be resolved by equipment/ software 
grooms, improved maintenance capability, and better training. 

<3) The SRP recovery system in the 123' WPB serves 
as a bellwether for future design and installations in the 
national security cutter, offshore patrol cutter, and the fast 
response cutter. The critical equipment and safe and 
effective procedures for conducting astern recoveries in 
higher sea states foe both the SRP and the long range 
Interceptor should be developed and proven by an effective and 
integrated test and evaluation process prior to continued 
program development. 

6. REOCMMENDATIONS. Within the scope of this assessment, I 
recommend formal and documented validation of correction of 
deficiencies be conducted for those risks identified in 
reference (a) prior to conducting the operational test 
readiness review for OPEVAL. If the ma)or effectiveness and 
suitability risks associated with the 123' WPB modification 
can not be mitigated, continued conversion of operationally 
capable 110' WPBs is not recommended. Current mitigation 
efforts, if not pursued more aggressively, will adversely 
impact the effectiveness and safety of operations. For those 
Deepwater program assets who share the critical components 
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Subj; UPMTE OF THE 123*FXX>T PATSOL BOAT 1123' WPB) 
OPERATIONAl. ASSESS^3£N^ ANALYSIS OF 29 SEP 04 

operations, continued program development for those assets 
should include a comprehensive test program chat is structured 
to prcvide timely risk assessnent and recocnnseridations to the 
proaram manager. 



Copy to: 

COMDT HQ CQ-0, G-D, G-OC, 5-OCU, G-OCDJ 
COMLANTAREA (AO?) 

CCGDSEVO* MIAMI 

CO:COGAPD SECTOR KEV WEST FL 
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CONOPa. Oiirtogintoalationgroorw. Bi(piKcaMaoftwara 
■natahttvraqtorad Irmnaai tabod wtotoh waavaiy bma 
oonnrrir^ iMianon tstoon. mtaaicn partorawnea 
conmadib be laniad by itoraMM aM unt<aiabto 
atdTuiata tYto«rBa and canftcMtocia. Evan ai itatinatadatala 
oi twxiionality, lha tIMS toncttonalitlaa ambaddad In 

EU.IPSE and PIMS wim unaMr to be maidpulatad ttia 
etani diia to avaitabiRr or dtotaanaaa in syisam opar aten 
nanuait and a lacfeoi operator ttatomo SRP and recovery 
ayaiamoomponard naSaihity and avaibtoitty tSaplayed aoma 
impravamam Thaoutwavtorat^enOycapabiael 
itiaeang mlaaton cortie and an datoart raqaiiematita. 
gdheugh biay <M»ra slgntootoiay emted in t>a« adaeSvaness 
try «t>anilonai apaad an) aaa atata raatrioioiHi toposHto aa 
areaua ol siincitaai datoda. wtwn coutd be aitnlMited to tha 
hull mod ifeebor* 
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WIKh «o 0«i 1 >» not MiVKt 10 
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wineh ayatem 

1 hs winch lamanad auaoepbbit to being atoics by ths SRP 
dwtog laoovary and had ba«n randaiad toopaiabis at taati 
ones on each o( Vase cuden. One aider had leduoed the 
(M e( mt» by iingdwiHiu tfis fscgyaiy its 

lehKh capwad toe &tf> tarrm nay (Mh Bit end of M 
notch M ihe vvinch moietong locMm HOMivai. this 
merged ptooeduiv raauked in toe SRP being ai a eaptuted 
condUon vdale not wn^latoly lAsitainad in 9>a rwtch ol the 
ah^ wAh (he Inaaaaad potsnMof the SRP oonang ’ai»a' 
in tfwnetohnahihe right aaatoadCion. TtwwindivM 
legunee » ratoeva Itw SRP into )hs nctch laUier Hun 
spiring as bis ftool law iaet oi the aseuring preoee*. 
DctoumtoSiriion oarWytng that Iha wineh « raM or dasignad 

IlSgRPnmnHMHM^ 
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Thauidaoratotdat cparatai on tot btidga utoa iutiatl to alartrital 
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tocation InaMe die slap conirDi GonaGto via M acsaai panal 
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1 to OUam TEMPEST and 
C0M6EC earbficalionsiDi ■» 
wdari Rsqinrscartifietaoiiaprtor 
to aiMefUnea at bitiira oitiwv 
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Tgl^ST andCOUSECcenicslnnsbenan'bsing 
cmduetsd aUdstlweywllhbatovrmmAy btei datoeiy. 
Addbontty. aquIpmM cg«rMional problems htoto btsa 
consetod to iPF. MHahTCOM. aitf SPRNET reUMons 

1 1 1 Va(tr 9m aUiy af 9m 
(■nvva(i*aKhtaciwa u ero'ue 
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isse page 20. par S21 1). 
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Oelerco Irformabart Systern ^ancy (DISA) intonnaCK* 
aiBunnce ascurfty rtandaida wars net able to be achawed. 

As a resul. Ihscillerseis net being gtanted the reguirsd 
BuKiority to opaeale. 
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UMia u«(a aopteoaduras >oi SRP bunch o> SMOoMad OMisttig 

taobes dwralepM o' pubitoad IvihaeuRsrtotuipohIha miaeien 

rcgulramante d (ha COHOPS Mhough^ craws of tfiahto 

dsevatad mtaars wars dev etopatg thaw own pracadwas lof var cue 

«aa eUt* Oia design ooneapl In a aura laihsdi ei euppOd el 

vailiMUintBS)naE«nBfKis had lad been opsiatpnaly vaiKtoiM by 

(he Oavaktow pa to datowry Thsladi eda pnt*w pouaas 

prwtoas t^h nsk to the eatety c4 tie ciew udOe eipemraneng 

ooODra toi boe opemcne 

Wlba SRP lacwsoa remain a Mgnliceint nsK tw tactics 

and pieeadiires to SAP taun^twa Ulseugh not tpecAesHy 

devficoed piaaantad a toss ssvara itot to oparedonal 

aftacteienass rf die 12? WPB. NumanMislaiflKhascrithe 

SRP n many ppstito»i situattom htoa dennastnM (hat 

die buiKlwig procediae to letottoely unoempboatod and 

safeey siecUed uOiar pggwa coninf m poptoiy aameaad 

byihabrilgswstthlBsmandlhetantaf OboiinetSed 

procHuret and cMcwub to touKhet in all sea 

tbbs MS iM lecoirmndad. 

113 Resohra aceesa rWicienaM 
MAh ELLIPSE andvalidato 

M^huBia and eytoam perfoxTHnew 
on al dahwed cutlers. Require 
piograiTUconnctor vtotoiiion end 
derrerabeton a Plms and 
ELLIPSE apFlvisie and aielem 
pertoernanee priu )e aaoeptons at 
al tulme cutters, nduding Ihe 
inieifaca wtti Km ehone and 
deptoytbto nol aa> (tea page 31 . 
par 10 4.1 1> (RebaNiiy) 

10 4 t 
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The ELLIPbb togabes rranagamenl ptogram was debvefed to bia 

ouoei w«h eeiioue aeoass dettoMsows Ctawfnsetoats wortnng 

wlh be Iniegratad Coset Guard SvaMmffCG^ aOa 
representniva. wsia able to tesohe acca» and psspeord 

dfcrapancies. itowaa. 9>»capeb*tyto<Hptnraeo«micn 
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haa nd bean damexenped 
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ELLIPSE wundeiWBvwtonMS ailPSE csctobilbes 
vArttotUM icwcrkOMar gerwracn and HtoesIdcPWS 
This « onlyUout ICRS dlNi IwetrepropclM ‘latabon 
leio'ELLIPKsiplemcapablibas The toUxMng ELLIPSE 
hmelcetofcba woe nd able to bs darrantobed sMpbosid 
W6 {due to Im tog of tha scheduling modide beeig 
pvatoble), nnameto backing repcrl {Aitoiatijii, 
ccAtlgursilon ntoiMgemmn. pan wiulMoning. mandwuf 
Vactotg, imsntory nbitogeman. wcA oBk 
( totikeotion, MILS^RIP procsssng. PHST mitagernewl 
and pBtehasing mansgeiTiCTii FLMSoperatoial 
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euttera. 
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cuQers to aaale kHIBics noiL 

oRlera vm die EiLiPSE $i«tem. 

The capebUh' to conduci eivenioiy 
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urhaduiing and 1 manes ailedecec 
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t.tr EMHMtoitoMtotcapMtosf 
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incMitia iMtuNM (of 

tycton admlnMtrallon. 

Md opocobontf moMenanoo (mo 

CB0e4O.gar.1S.r.1.5) (LogUc 

SunxMaMlty) 


r Na naw uptpado oontana • MfeMrtiM C4UR MW toctoding 
lumgabon. mtm. and a COP Tlw attpha conoM A 
wnm.twBlMIXfaoMdandtouiMndCMiiMaad TMftiMMtlO 
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(rirWTBl andtoe ptaAMdtwMing iti auggM oltoa t? Mre 
upQtodaapgdiraraiiratoa. {UnootraeM 
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1 ifl CdMwtoitwfougttraviMrol 
lermal raiung oomea Mag 
dawtoagM to atfppen <M AMT 
cuChH «|toan«. CMuraM 

«Maa« (Mna. w MtoaerodlMuM 
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(onrwi (railing and anipboaid atudy 
and aia bang p«*aad to tSa 

wplaitianuitoa (aaa gaga 46. gar. 
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Aamni23 WPeMaa4aiT<BinngUat(UTL)»|nBiaaarir 
aagea o> BaiaajQirti an «el aa toanUicaMn of goailda 
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otingwi uam to dabtoiad aiBara’Maa poMM aoma 
btooducteay tova* tt tainOig by (ha du i ubto* atdaArarr. 
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aagadanead vaaia bio abAy lo ■rtaitoiolr ctooitoa and 
maintoin M ngyraqutamanta. Tiwra to rto grcoaaa m 
toaca to ftgi tta raitortng crai— nentoaoa anvtog tola 
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USCG O&A 631 

QUESTION: When (if) was the MATAGORDA visual TEMPEST test redone and by whom (the last date of 
testing) and can you tel) (or is it classified) the result of the instnunented lest conducted in 
February 2004? We don't need the data ' just the result (which the IG already ostensibly reported). 

O is February 2004 the last date of TEMPEST testing • implying that the Matagorda at least was never 
TEMPEST certified (because the visual was n<M passed and we know h is not certified in September 2004 and 
the Coast Guard has not provided the date of any other re-tesling when it could have passed visual). 

ANSWER: The MATAGORDA had TEMPEST waivers for any visual discrepancies that were iK>t 
corrected. 'Ihere was not a re>tesL MATAGORDA Visual TEMPEST Inspection (VTl) was conducted I9' 

21 February 2004 and produced a list of discrepancies. The li^trumenled TEMPEST S^ey (ITS)forCGC 
MATAGORDA was conducted IS to 24 February 2004 and the reaih of the survey is classi^d SECRET. 

MATAGORDA was first given Interim Authority to Operate (lATO) on 14 October 2004 and Authority to 
Operate (ATO) on 19 January 200S. (Note: lATO followed the COMOPTEVFOR Operational Analysis 
Assessment (OA.A) by approximately 3 weeks.) lATO or ATO cannot be granted if there are any 
compromising emanations. Specific results carmot be discussed as Urey are documented in the classified 
instrumented survey report. 

In October 2004, whet) lATO was granted, MATA(X>RDA had outslanding discrepancies from her VTI. 
Visual inspection discrepancies may be waived if, in fact, there are no conapromising emanations noted by 
the ITS. The Secure Electrical Infomiation Eh'ocessmg System was again inspected by Mr. Ronald T. Porter 
of the Coast Guard Telecommunications and [nfonnalton Command on 19 Dwember 2004. 

The Coast Guard 123 WPB class TEMPEST waivere were established by TISCOM on 12 July 2005. 
(TISCOM Memorandiffn 224 1). An example of a waiver was for an unclassified radio located within 3 
meters of classified servers. This was identified as a discrepancy during visual inspection. The waiver is 
appropriate since a WPB is a small ship and does not have a large communications room or combat 
information center (as you would fmd on a Navy ship or larger Coast Guard cutter) -the size of the 
communications room on a WP&-123 is only i^>fvoximately 3 meters by 2.5 meters. This physical size 
makes it impractical to provide the 3 meter separation. The TEMPEST instrumented survey resiihs were 
sufficient so the visual inspection discrepancy should be (and was) waived 
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VSCGi>AA6i2 

QUESTION: AIM, was TEMPEST ■requrenml frrtin Uk be$mntnt of thit C4HHnci7 Uso. p(e«« |!rovid« the document from Ike osiitren 
thowingihAiexplicrl requimnem. 


ANSWER: T1» nqutnriHai Tot TEMPEST wa pwl of Ok oh|mij DclWcfy Tak Order Tor MATAGORDA (the fini } 10 convened to 
! 33), tt pan of the Cutter Specific Certifiettion Mafrii, oopied below: 
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InitiUUion 
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Ib igin::i:<a 


Reared 
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* MU.-HDBK-233A {|g^) proTida fimdKBenmemdmee B incinewend umO eiaaromc mnitna tto frcaas ra emimnate etminad infowMmw timeiirw 
rDtecewhkhvntlwhcnuMtineanjuieiioRwidi dqernwrMgeivjr dtfMOrei. eMMtMprauaionorMdkinfornMMby mdud^iheiiralNMilyofheeulenMecptim 
end exptonaiea 
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APR 1 3 21107 

The Honorable Elijah E Cuionungs 
ChaiT> Subcommittee on Coast Guard 
and Maritune TranspMtation 
Conunittee on Transpoitation and Infrastructure 
2235 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washin^n.DC 20S1S 

DearChainnan Cummings, 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the concerns expressed in your letter dated ApiU 1 3. 
2007. I am commiti^ to providing you with a full accourUing of these issues. E^los^ ia the 
infbnnation you requested. With respect to the test results from the second visual inspecticm cm 
MATAGORDA, there is no formal test report. Rather, a list was generated and forwarded for 
coiectlve action to the apimopnate peisonneL The list and transmittal email string is enclosed 
for your review. 

The Coast Guard takes Information Assurance and TEMPEST testing very seriously. 

Throughout the entire process, all procedures wen conducted in accordance with accepted 
guidelines and by fully qualiiied personnel. The TEMPER waiver process is also a rignous 
process, with strict guidelines regarding when and uitder what conditions waivm may be 
granted. 

In ai^tion to the information that you have specincally requested, I have also included a copy of 
the 123* WP6 Class TEMPEST Waiver. Normal procedures are to conduct an instrumented test 
on the first vessel in a class, with visual iospecti^ conducted on subsequent vessels to ensure 
compliance with the approved configuration. Aa such, and i n response to your question 
requesting the dates of any instrumented tests petformed on 123' WPBs o^er than 
MATAGOlUDA and PADRE, no other instrumemed testa were perforroed. The second lest 
conducted on PADRE was an anomaly in the nonnai TEMPEST testing process. 

I am happy to answer any further questions you may have, or your staff may contact my House 
Liaison office at (202) 225-4775. 



Commandant 

United States Coast Guard 


End; (1) USCOC MATAGORDA second visual TEMPEST inspection results and email string 

(2) Visual TEMPEST inspection report for PADRE 

(3) Visual TEMPEST inspection reports for MATAGORDA, MONHEGAN, 
METOMPKIN. NUNIVAK, ATTU, VASHON, and MANTTOU 

(4) 123’ WPB Class Tempest Wuver 
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I write tMlqr to tfttakyoafcr the lour yoB provided of the IKVll^-foMomaiaidftr 
>017 ciodid difoocaioii both ofdiB probUBu tfad ^apied the Htyi23 coovaibn BDd of 
the Ad&n of the Deepwcter progna. 


I ebo tesik yoa (be yov wiUmpoM to luaedietflly eddieee the ddayi that the iteff of 
tf>e Committee OB Tmupomrionmdlflftadittttute end <rf the SubccMBinittecooCoefl 
Guard od Meridote Tna^^oitetMe have eneouiaercd te fcceivtes raqitested docn^^ 
from dioCaut Quod. ToeoairadatwainihteloeoinpleteouriaTedigitboofilte 
1 23 pfogm prior te the henug to be hdd «fi April ) 8 OD cQopfimee with iho 
reqtefemeflM of tee Deepwater oomnet, I write today to aric did the IbUownig doeoiteate 
be provided to my offloeao later than hObpjD. os Aped 13: 

1) AU ted reauUa tram tee aecood viuul TEMPEST uupcciioo coodocted ol the 
U5CGC MATAGORDA os Deeembv 19, 20M; 

2) Al]teititnilteframiByvigariTEM]PESTiaip6ctiosaeondiKtedaiBBytimeoB 
teeUSCGCPADlUBi 

3) AH teat rcmlta Rom tety otto viaoal TEMPEST cxaminaiwocoodtiaed os any of 
(he ll0n23cunE^and, 

4) TbedatesofaQyiDsaumentedteatsprrfimtedonaay niV123otba-tha& 
MATAGORDA is Febnnry 20M and PADRE in July 3006. 

On Msch 20, 1007. t requeeted aU ‘Tepoita and analysb poulaiog lo tee CdBJl teating 
dooeonIbeMATAOVUlA.'” te reqmxu te thtt request, I received mfermaden ob (he 
visual wd ifiatnunemed TEMPEST euma p er f ormed on AoMAtACORDA is Februry 
2004. However, otyofiicc learned yesterday teat a Mcondvisoal TEMPEST exam was 
perfumed OB MATAGORDA rntDeceuteer 19, 2004. As records aaaodated wite test 
exsiii Qocloding s lifl ofay defidcseies identi6ed durmg that exam) have net yet bees 
pioridod ad tune is nimuBg iboit, H is mgeni teal we lecdve the recoids ted^. 
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PagB2 

AdkBinlAlteo 
April U, 2007 


liqpcitantly, ts dw DD'2S0 fiw MATAOORDA appess tp nnka MATAGORDA'S 
wmpHsnBcwilh TEMPEST i t quifeam ai folbw^ &i F^bnuy 2004 tsst e miii n g M* on 
die readts pf TEMPEST tBSiof of M teat one ship m ihe 1 Itf 123 elns, w« Bfgently 
oad my Doo<teaifieit reeocds asoctsted with die PAMLE a ay odMT U(Pi23 da 
wts sutjected tP ny T^mST tadap of ny ttadhy my ifBD^. 

1 ihmk yo« sgeai Ear your hoqHtafi^ darieig my visit to (be Bahome Coat Gosd Yod 
OBAprill2aiidffar)oweoothiuedcoapendiawiftmyraqiie8ttfiriDibnBitk«. Pleae 
doom lantate to ccntim Dm vriioevtf I may bo of aristBiee. 




Eiyall F- P-tnmnmg * 

Cl^, Subcoromittee « Coot GoaM lad Msitottc Tmupcstation 
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Frwn; 

T6t 


Subjoet: 


Portar, Ronald 

Wodnasday. Decomber 22. 2004 ^10 AM 

Jones, Oft^ L: Wd^. Richard; Pfctces, Terrene^ Wharton, Rick; WUhebn, Douglas G; 
Buford. Danny D. (SNp Syslemsj: CaMn, WeBy (Ship Systems): CdeSa, Harry Corvad. 
Robert D. (Sh^ Systemi); Drisooli, John tC^: Bei. Kevin R; Hajduk. Philip J; Lang. Donald 
K‘ McLaverty. Bilam: Me^Hh. Lawrence 0: Mihetic, Joseph; Pa^me, Jeffrey LTJG; TaBey, 
^onda: AdUna. AHo, Alan ; Ayala. Haia; BassoHiK), John; Stfah; Boyd. Bany 
ELC2; Boyd. Jay: Boyd, Jay; Brewer, Qeo^ M SMQ3: Cmvnie, Brodto LCOR; B^Heroa, 

Fleming, Berlin LT; Fontana, Richaid CDR: Haitinger. Dan: Harwood, Fred; Hentea. 
Douglaa; Hem^Klaz. Giann LCOR; Hestad, Jim; lllumini^. Dav^ Jacoby, Chad LCDR; 
Oria^ John LC^ Le<per. H»k\ Laeper, Henry; McLaughBn, DanM C^; Mifc^t, Sean 
LT; Peareon. 8t^; Powers, Geoffr^, Prokes, Terry; Reync^, James LT; f^shv. David; 
Russel. Dot^taa CAPT; Soonlers, Thomas CW&, Watz, Mbhaal COR; John COR 

Carter, .kistln LT; Carter, Justin LT 
RE; MATAQOROA_122004.^20d. MFT0MPKIN.1 22004.2200 


ARachmenls: CGC MATAGOroA.doo 



OGC 

.TAGOaiM.Soc(27t 

All, 

Attached Is pending Tqipest discrepancy list for Matagorda, 
ron 

Ronald T. Porter 
DSCG TISCOM (iad-lb) 

TBKPSST Progran Manager 
■703-313-5631 (STU-IIIl 
703-313-5640 (PAX) 


Prom: Jones, Eiavid L. 

Sent: Wednesday, Dec^sbet 22, 2004 B:32 AM 

Tot 'Wright, Richard*; Prokes, Terrence; Wharton, Rick; Wilhelit, Douglas G; Buford. Danny 
D. (Ship Systena) I Calvin, Wally (Ship Systcaa) j Colalla. Harry (EXT)> Conrad. Robert D. 
(Ship Systems): Driscoll. John LCOR; frai. Ravin R; Hajduk. Philip J: Lang. Donald H: 
McLaverey, Brian; Meredith. Uiwrence 0: tlihelic. Joseph CAPT; Payne. Jeffrey LTJC; Porter. 
Ronald; tslley-Oreen, Shonda; Adkins. Steve; Alto. Alan; Ayala. Hala; Bassolino. John; 
Bauer, Sarah LTJC: Boyd, Bariy OfO; Boyd, Jay; Boyd, Jay F.; Brewer, George CWO; Cownie, 
Brodie LT; Figueroa, Hylsa: Pleaing, Benjamin LT; Fontana, Richard CDR; Hsrtinger. Dan; 
Harwood. Fred; Henke. Doug: Hernandez, Glenn; Heated, Jim; Illualnate. Dave; Jacoby, Chad 
CDRf Driscoll, John LCDR; Deeper, Hank; Deeper, Henry; MeLaughlLn, Daniel CDR; Hitehell, 
Sean LT; Pearson, Steve; Powers. Geoffrey: Prokes, Terry: Reynolds, Jamea LT: Rishar. 
David; Russall, Douglas CAPT; Sconiera, Thomas CWO; Halt, Michael CDR; Wood, John CDR 
Cc: Csirter, Justin LT: Carter, Justin LT 
Subject; R£: MATAOORDA_122004_2200. METC«PKIM_122004_2200 


I confirmed this morning that a copy of the scan results was left with LM engineers on 
ths ship. 


Prom; Wright, Richard (mailto:Richard.Wrightgdwlcgs.com] 

1 
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Sent: Tuesday, Decesiber 21, 2004 9 j50 pm 

To: Prokes, Terrence; Uharton, Sick; Nilheloi, !>ougXes G; Buford, Danny D. (Ship Systems}! 
Calvin, Hally (Ship Systens); Colella. Harry (EXT); Conrad. Robert D. (Ship Systems); 
Driscoll, John LOR; Frei, Kevin R; Hajduk, Miilip J; Lang, Donald H; McLaverey, Brian; 
Meredith, Lawrence O: Hihelic, Joseph CAPT; Payne, Jeffrey LTJO; Porter, Ronald; Talley- 
Green. SboDda; Adkins, Steve; Alto, Alan; Ayala. Hala; Sassolino, John; Bauer. Sarah LTJ6: 
Boyd, Barry CHO; Boyd, Jayj Boyd, Jay P.; Brewer, George CWO; Cownie, Brodie LT; Figueroa. 
Mylsa; Fleming, Beojanin LT; Fontana, Richard cm; Harcinger, Dan; Haivood. Fred; Henke, 
Doug; Hernandez, Glenn; Heated, Jim; Illuminate, Dave; Jacoby. Chad CDR; Jones. David L.; 
Driscoll, John LCDR; Leepec, Han]i; Leeper, Henry; McLaughlin, Daniel CDR; Mitchell, Sean 
L7: Pearson. Steve; Powers, Geoffrey; Prokes, Terry; Reynolds, Jamas LT; Rlshar, David; 
Russell, Douglas CAPT; Sconlers, Thomas CWO; Malz, Michael CDR; Wood, John CDR 
Cc: Carter, Justin LT; Carter, Justin LT 
Subject: RB: MATAGORDA_122004_2200, METOMPK1K.122004_2200 


Any new status ^ Matagorda (scans, etc) 


Rich 


Richard Wright 

ICGS C4ISR Dcenain Program Manager 

US Coast Guard Integrated Deepwater System 
office: 571.218.3426 / mobile: 571.214.5508 

rlchard.wrightOdwicgs.con 

^ . Mission success IS customer satisfaction!* 


---Original Message-—— 

From: Prokes, Terrence {i&ailto;TProkes0coindc. uscg.mil] 

Sent; Tuesday, Decenter 21, 2004 4:14 PM 

To: Wharton, Rick; Wilhelm, Douglas G; Buford, Oaimy D. (Ship Systems); Calvin. Hally 
(Ship Systems); Colella. Harry (EXT); Conrad, Robert D. (Ship Systems} ; Driscoll, John 
LCDR; Prei, Kevin R; Hajduk, Philip J; Lang, Donald H; McLaverty, Brian; Meredith, 
Lawrence D; Mibelic, Joseph CAPT; Payne, Jeffrey LTJG; Porter, Ronald; Talley-Green, 
Shonda; Wright, Richard; Adkins. Steve; Alto, Alan; Ayala, Hala; Baasolino, John; Bauer, 
Sarah LTJG; Boyd. Barry: Boyd, Jay; Boyd, Jay F.; Brewer, George CWO; Cownie. Brodie LT; 
Figueroa, Hylsa; Planing, Benjamin LT; Fontana, Richard; Hartinger, E»n: Harwood, Fred; 
Henke. Doug; Hernandez, Glenn; Hested, Jia; Illuninate, Dave; Jacoby, Chad: Jones, David: 
Driscoll, John LCDR; Leeper, Hank; Leeper, Henry; McLaughlin, DeLnial; Hltc)>ell, Sean LT; 
Pearson. Steve; Powers. Geoffrey: Prokes. Terry; Reynolds, James LT; Riahar, David; 
RuBBell, Douglae; Seoniera, Thomas CWO; Walz. Michael; Wood, John 
Cci Carter. Justin LT; Garter. Justin LT 
Subject! RE: MATAG0ROA^122004^2200, METOMPKIM_122004_2200 
Importance; High 


Pick. 


Metompkin schedule needs some major re>writes so the dates align (i.e. SSAA pac)cage not 
delivered to SMO until 2/8/05 - Testing conducted 1/19/05?). Recornrend we review it at the 
meeting . 

a 
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Setts items I noted; 


Line t 21: Vessel schedule to depart BSI on l/lO/OS 

Line I 41; Vessel will not be launched until 1/4/05 

Line 542: Suspect this dace will be 1/5/05 
Line I?: Need to add update Phone System 

Line #90: Re>inspecclon not re<3Ulred - change to “Notify D7 Security MGR of corrections* a 
*D7 Security NCR issues letter* 

Line t 7?t Add line to visual Tempest Inapecclon 'lastalL screen in LB LiOcker Door* 

Line 1121 b 122: J^ly for and ATO approved on l/25>2/l eeafllec with lines 121 thru 130 
SSAA package dates 2/2-6/05 (SSAA package fsoac be aulaaitced before ATO is approved^ 

Lines I 131-136: Dates do not match SSAA Package dates {lines 123-130) and Software 
Vulnerability dates (Unas 106-122} 

Line 1154: Testing dates are scheduled before all requirements are completed (i.e. 

Software Vulnerability - line 106, SSAA package - line 123, 51PRNET ATO - line 131. 


Thanks. 


Terry Prokea 

ILS Transition Manager 

Connandant (G-DTM) 

U.S. Coast Guard 
Deepwater Transition Management 
e-mail i tprolcesBcondc.uacg.mll 
PH: 202.267.0445 
Cell: 202.496.2591 

— original Message 

Prom: Wharton, Rick (mailco:Rick.WhsrCen4dwicgs.con} 

Sent: Monday, Deces^MC 20, 2004 11:21 PM 

To: Wilhelm, Douglas 0; Buford, Danny D. (Ship Systens) ; Calvin, Wally (Ship 
Systems); Colella, Harry (EXT); Conrad, Robert O. (Ship Syatams}; Driscoll. John LCDS; 
Frei, Kevin R; Hajduk, Philip J; Lang, Donald H: McLavarty. Brian; Mdredttb> Lawrence O; 
Mihallc, Joseph CAPT; Payne, Jeffrey LTJC; Porter. Ronald; TaLlay-Oreen, Shonda; Wright, 
Richard: Adkins, Steve; Alto, Alan; Ayala, Hala; Rassolino, John; Bauer, Sarah LTJ8: Boyd. 
Barry CWO; Boyd. Jay; Boyd, Jay P.i Brewer, George CNO; Cownla, Brodie LT; Figueroa, 

ITyisa; Fleming, Benjaaiin LT; Pontaxia. Richard COR; Hartingar, Dan; Harwood. Fred; Henke, 
Doug; Nemandex, Glean; Nested, Jim; Xlluoxinate. Dave: Jacoby, Chad CDR; Jones, David; 
Driscoll, John LCDR; Leeper, Hank; Leeper, Henry; McLaughlin, Daniel CDR: Hitchell, Sean 
LT] Pearson, Steve; Powers. Geoffrey; Prokas. Terry; Reynolds. Jaass LT; Riahar, David; 
Russell. Douglas CAST; Sconiere, Thomas CwO; Frokes, Terrance; Walt. Michael CDR; Hhartonr 
Rick; Wood, John CDR 

Subject: MATAGORaA_l22004.220D, METOHn(IN.122004.2200 

Matagorda departed BSI today, one day earlier t>ian planced to avoid weather later ia 
the wee)c. All warranty Items corrected with the exception of the steering system breather 
cap. which will be shipped to the beat in Key West. Several C4ISR Items being tested 
«iroute Key West. Low smoke Coble and Cable Tag £^250 Iteons pend resolution, but have no 
operational Impact on the cutter. Solid door to LE locker was modified to an expanded 
metal cage-type doer, eliminating the need for a protected distributioa system for red 
cables in the space. If CATv filter/attenuator cannot be obtained in time to support 
TEMPEST final cert, cable will be disconnected (already discussed with Ron Porter) Talked 
with Dave Jones this morning - TiSCOM personnel were onboard performing a scan of the 
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C41SR software enxoute New Orleans. Plan for SPAWMt to scan 27 Dec. ATO reasins on track 
to be ccmipleted before 12 J&n. 

B3I and on-sita LM perioonel turning tbeir actantlon to HecoDqpkin. Plan Is to 
coc^leta Dost o£ the outstanding warranty/DD-250 items before holiday shutdown. Fins have 
bean removed and port Lower bearing housing being replaced. Damaged prop being replaced 
with props (replaced as a pair) originally intended for Manitou - next set, intended Co be 
spares, will be available early January in plenty o£ time to support Manitou launch. 

«MATAOGORDA_122004_2200.pdf» «llATAOGOMiA_l22004_22C0.mpp» «METC»!PKIN_1220()4_ 
2200. pdf» «MBTOMWtIN_122004_2200.iJipp» 


Rick Wharton. 

Northrop Gmitsnan Ship Systems 

123 WPB Asset Manager 

Integrated Coast Guard Systems, llc 

US Coast Guard Deepwater Program 

Ph: (571) 218-3221 

Cell: (703) 627-0048 

Fax: (571) 219-3342 
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USCGC MATAGORDA - SECOND VISUAL TEMPEST INSPECHON 
December 19, 2004 


CGC MATAGORDA 

1. Secure g[miodf<a'ARC*210. Ground is loose. Recommend removing nut chi 
frOQt of tnnid to ensure muimum ixntact with equipment shelf. 

2. Hand-held radios lees than one meter from STB. Recommend unit SOP be 
w^ded to cum radios off prior to charging. Post sign to emphasize same. 

CO'S STATEROOM 

3. Separate CLASSIFIED and UNCLASSIFIED LAN cables by two inches. 
XO's STATEROOM 

4. Separate CLASSIFIED and UNCLASSPIED LAN cables by two inches. 
CLASSIFIED SERVER ROOM 


5. CATV isolator required on cable prior to exiting ship. ReconunecKi placing 
isolator in Cabinet 5 of UNCLAS Sena nek. 

6. Recommend CLASSIFED and UNCLASSIFIED stickers DD LAN outlet boxes in 
view of the fact that the connectors and Jacks are interehangeable. 
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U.S. Dtpammmi ol 
Homtiand Baeartqr 

Uniud 6tatM 
CoOTi Guard 


300 M Mrtt ami. SHli TOO 
xMUfUMCennanO Mcriafc. W 0»l^93 
BMfeyiiaU. Rhl) 

Phan*: (78T)f30^t 
Fk (T^eZMOCU 


2241 
05.0041 
6 ^faTch 2005 



R^yto (tp-l) 

Attn of: &nestiDe Cook 
(757)62«-405l 


To: COC PADRE (WPB 132») 

Si*j: TEMPEST INSPECnON OF USCQC PADRE (WPB 1 32« ) 

Ref: (a) NSTISSAM 2-95 Red^lack liotallation Owdance 

(b) DOD lA PUB S239>31 Infbnnattoo amiiasee SUpboant Red/Bladc 

(c) COKOTCOGARDWBfiM&8ionDC//CG-62//D42137ZMar04 


1. ET2 Timotfay Cote« E$D New Orkans, condocted a le-inqiection of the Secure Elec^al 

Information Pnxesang System (SEIPS) on CGC PADRE on 21 January 2005. The 
re-iii^>edioa was conducted as required references (a), (b), and (c). 

2. EodosuRCDisanunroaryofmiaordbcrepaacieswHhtheSElPS. No serious TEMPEST 
hazards were noted; ther e tbie, you may oootinue Dormal opeiAioos. In accordmee with 
lelerenoe (c), discrepancies mua be corrected within 90 d^s. You sbouM contact 

Ms. Ernestine Cook to acheduk a re^io^rectioii. This summary also provides a record of the 
installation at the time of iaspectioa, Modificadons or chan^ to the SEIPS shall not be made 
without ai^rovai of TISCOM (isd-Jd) or MLCA. 


3. This summaiy oikI aEsendmeocs to this summary shall be retained in the uniCs SEIPS 
(TEMPEST) documentation file. 


« 


Enclosure: (I) Visual Tempest Inspection Summary 

Copy: COMDT (€0-6, 0-DPM-S) 
LANTAREAC>fb^^ 

TlSCOM(i8d*3b) 

ESUNewOrieans 
ESDNew Orleans 
ESU Miami 
ESD Key West 


ENCLObuftou^^^ 
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VIsutI TEMPEST Uispectkn SamnMy 


The emiR Secure Beeirictl InforaiUoA Proeea^g Syttra wes Mqiccted. 

Usiof^etttwUbieeurepneeaiog equlpncn inspect by Ae^leuti TEMPEST injector: 

t. RedfoRoem 
2 . SuteRoeeo 
J. Bridge 

EHio^ppeney fonn Icpnd; 

CohuiwA; S«)iieiilU djMnpMcy nunbcr 

CohoonB: 

SF Cnrectien oTdw diecrcpMQr ie wkka o^lily Mriiip'i fene. 

Correabn of fhedbcrepeacyvuseoflipletBd by elupa force prior tecenfikt beef 
bupecdon vliit 

lA tttdicoteofoafoeeubtmeeofinmduririelittiintytiprotubly teqairedtopi mci ly 

cqoect cbe diicrepowcy. 

LAC IndfeateiriMonlodUHrfelieiiviiyoameMfoedbaepeKy. 

SA lAdicoteiikM foe eatetonee of* (uppeRMMtyU probably required ID pnperLypofTMt 

ttw docRpency. 

SAC IndkattifoateHpportaerivj^eofTefoedfoediKiepancy. 

CohuisiC OoeiiiMfoReforcattttwIikSdwkBaltttkBdoaeMmroniL 

NerraHvr. AbriefdeeertpUoeeffoed b cwpeft c yfoupd. 


EMioaf*(1) 
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Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 

I. Hstfto Ko<Bn 2-2l>04) 


A 

B 

C 

Namiive 

00! 

lA/SA 

NST1SSAM2-95 

JUcI 

ParagnitbJ.B 

N<W3 

Hiera li no tcparaikiQ betworai Cltnified LAN anl UactausiM IAN 
omhru. CORAECTBO 

ixii 

lA/SA 

NSTlSSAM2-^5 

Reel 

FteagnpliJ-B 

Note 2 

CiuriBed IAN thea ■« lun wM) 120VAC power lina (no 
tevrnmiai), CORRECTED 

m 

lA/SA 

NSnSSAM2-95 

Reel 

PngrapbS.B 

Note2 

Con TV Ine ntm akmg iriih Classified IAN lute. 

CORRECTED 

m 

lA/SA 

NSnS8AM2-95 

Rcoi 

hngnphJ.B 

Mote 2 

Than h MKpaiiiiM between tiann panel line and ChEtsifkd lA^ 

»M. WAIVED 

m 

lA/SA 

WSTTSSAM2-93 

Rief 

rar«8n8h2.B 

Ite phMT (rad) ak)i« wMi ClmsiScd LAN Iim mat parallet wMi IFF 
aniarata Rita. There b no iqi^kai of ibeae Itera. WAIVED 

006 

lA/SA 

lA PUB 5239^31 
Paragimh Al.tJ 

TiM priaMr (rad) oaes Midi power. 

TIm primer fouler (rad) eia Mack power. WAIVED 

007 

lA/SA 

NSTISSAM 2-9S 
Rcc! 

Pwaaraohd 

ITiera b no 3'raettr separation between friiaer (rad) and IFF 
tiBuaikia, WAIVED 

008 

lA/SA 

NSnSSAM 2-95 
Reel 

Paragr^iO 

In Rack 13, dierc is no 3-nctar s^aiatioa between red and bbiA c^Ns 
before eatering tbe Marcom rwtttk WAIVED 

009 

lA/SA 

NSnSSAM 2-93 
Reel 

ParasrarhO 

In Rack a3. itere is ao 3-ineter separation between ciyptographic 
eqvipBieal and RT9000 transceiver. WAIVED 

010 

lATSA 

lA PUB 5239*31 

Paiagi^ 

A.I.I.7J.I.B 

Tliere m eatm secure Proraeted DiMribotioB System (PDS) leaving 

Radio Room. LELsdeerbeNnd Secure Space. WAfVED 

OM 

lA/SA 

NSnSSAM 2*95 
Pangraiiti 4.9.6 

Cable TV sysun necth to use m unpEfler/aoenuator at the poira of 
entry Into die raeura apnee and needs to be of a type that provides one* 
way BbratiDn. CORRECTED 

012 

SA 

UPUB 5239-31 
Paragraph 

B.U.6.2 

IFF (nnsnutter needs graund. RDnovtlorpatm and din fton ground. 
NEEDS TO BE COMPLETED 
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2. SWr Rooms 


oot 

lA/SA 

UPUBS22Mi 

fteagrapb 

B.t.2.6^ 

Hkk IS no ae^antwo betaken Clessined LAN otfleis and fl? 
VAC.UiKtissjSeilLAN,adrViKR<wdeo. WAIVED 

602 

lA/SA 

HSTtSSAM2'9i 

Reef 

Nncmrii2.A 

TIwr is M aapaniioB bemoea Cla^fied tAN iae and MFdiF 
ikia. CORRECTED 

602 

lA^A 

>ISnSSAM2-65 

Reel 

hnamftS. 

la Sttfr Room 1-14.2-t, dastiSed LAN line ran patidiel with 
harapnemorlBe. ^RKECTED 


}. 


A 

B 

C 

MSTOdwe 

001 

lA^ 

N^SSAM2^5 

Reel 

Pngnphi 

There Is no Jnsaitsepunnlenlweweeand output end tod: foes 
fcrtluKlisfaaDdae(«ln4ff2. WAIVED 

062 

lA/SA 

UPUB5299-2i 

Pariiini^ 

B.l^J 

CImiIIM LAN IkN tuts penBel wHh f i 7 VM; Bledc D«i lines, 
aadcelhilirMieomiiae. CORRECTED 

002 

SA 

UPUB 5230.31 
Pancrij>h 

Need to movt paler nd add etoan pound flgr RCtJ-413 10 nufo. 
NEEDS TO BE OOMn.eTED 
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SfaomCotmuM 


732STatignvhfl0id 

AtaanMatVAnifS 

SMSimfaefcTMSOOM 

PhM*: 703^1001 

Nc?U4t}.9«40 

BraK 90rMC|MimAMC^^ 



CGTISC0Mr>«l*3b) 


2241 

July 12, 2005 


Reply to TISCOM(i6d>3b) 
Atm of. Rtfoald T. Potter 
703.3I3J03I 


To; Cffln nuBKk f, Mairtemmce and LogUtka Comaumd Atlantic (t) 

DIR£CTCK(, Deepwater bte^itied Co^ Gusid Syitems 

Subj; 123 WPB CLASS TEMPEST WAIVER 

Reft (a)NSTlSSAM TEMPEST 2-95 

(b) U PUB 5239-31 INFORMATION ASSURANCE SHIPBOARD RED/BLACK 
WSTALLATTON PUBUCATK»1 


1. The Secure Electrical !ii&tmatiooPrc>eessiagSyftem(5EIPS)oDCOC MATAGORDA wm 

by Rcm^Pcrto.USCO TEMPEST Proj^ Manager on 14 December 2004. The 
m^)eci}oii was conhicSed iwng criteria lifted In reurencca (a) asMl (bL and bellow ts the Hst of 
diacr^Noicieawrived. If there n a (»Qfigiintioo elw^ wb^ inehides, but u not 
TcplBcemait of Clasrifkd serveri*) diSsrent podM(a) or additicn of eqnqnQent in the 

Secure CooimuaicatioPi yce, ao Instromented TEMPECT Suivy wiD be mquifed. DW1COS 
shaQ idootify futsfiog fbr niture lastnaDOBted Tectieg. 

2. Below waiven are clas^ndde and sbooU be wfaco reviewing Visual TEMPEST 

Inspection Reporla. 

3. A waivre is panted lh( the location of the RT-1794 (jVp AN/ARO210) transceiver within 
three meters of Classified serveia. This warva is based on ^ icsidis of IM UnstruEncomd 
TEMPEST Tea 

4. A waiver is granted for three meter separation between RED and BLACK cables eateang the 
MARCOM switA Sutgcct switch provi^ adequate isolation and is qqnuved ((^ multi-level 
signal switching. 

5. A waiver is granted for tiiree meter sepa^on between cryptogiaphicequipiQCfd and 
RT9000 transceiver. The distance is ^ipnndsutely one meter, however a ImlUiead sqMratts the 
UiKlassified and Classified eqwpmemredEi. Due to a Avocable Insmaneoied TEMPEST test, 
and the tact that the RT-9000 tnmsceiver is endosed in its ori ginal metoUic enclosure, and Ibere 
ore metal ride paneh on the eqmpmeot racks. 

6. A waiver is granted tor three meter sepsatum b e t wee n RED printer and IFF TransmiUer 
(UPX-28). Sutgecl equipment is also less than three meters from Classified Servers. Subject 
traismkter is miosed in its migiml enclosure and tlMre is a metallic barrier on the side « the 
RED server tack adjaceol to theUPX-28. 

U 


ENCLOSURES!'/; 
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Eadoan t 

VifMl tempest la^ectiaaSsimafy 
!. nil Vmul TEMPEST In^edkBSamnBryii&rtteFTAVaii 
2. Tift eoilia Seem BlecMcdtafcnBtiiaoPfoctHiatSyveowttistvectod. 

). Liw ieewB proccMim eq ai paan t aipeaaj ^ chi viaial TEMPEST taipccter 

A. VWttd^Ma 
4. DiKS^mey fena le^sd 


OcdumoA: 

CidiBBeB; 

SF 

lAC 

lA 

lAC 

SA 

SAC 

CA 

CAC 

CohiaaC. 


CcnecikB (tf ilM dkcr^iaey li ito ofdilpT ftm. 

C^fraetHB of dll 
ofMipectiaavWk 


l ad r i w tlhwdwwiiiBBiafw iaJii iii i>aciivityiiFwtiHyiW|gB«rfte 
|MQp«tF«oirM dadiieRyitty. 


ladieMi ihd la loAMrU •oxvtty MnaoBd du diMfi^Bcy. 

ladfeamkn da uaam of « aypcMt MtMiy ■ prabiUy n^dnd » pnpcriy 
«w c< Ifca Jto r.n | iiy . 


Iidicain te ifai Cootete Acdviiy b pndMbly nqiufMl ID pit|Mrty cccMct the 

ladiMiMtditBCoaga rt w j W <M i y c*mua JB>dban>iaey. 

mnirili tn Tfcr Inmnwinn 

dociadi flonfcnA 


NmdvR Abriefdnei^tlooofdKdlKieiMBcy&aBd. 


PigelofA 
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S. DiBCItptBCjr 


A 

B 

c 

Nanaiive 

01 

CA 

fmiSSAM 
TEMPEST 2^ 
PGZ7Paa 
JailiglOpinJ 
UP«b 5239-31 
Al.i.l Ab 

BLACK RFTmutier(RT*l?94) nnlbensienckasllED 
Procettcn. nu>i acnr> is uwvcd ns ihc n>irtt of (he InMniinenEed 

I ]ni|KUti>» All) ici.v*nrit,'uni(ionut cquipBicDt. wbKh 

irKlwIe^ neu e^uipama ur repLaccnicnl ot ci ihiuiic CPU.'I wiih a 
JifferctK imxkl wuuM re^wR tUH'iher InKiniiitemed lA«(>eciKUL 

02 

CA 

NSnSSAM 
TEMPEST Zm 

PO 27 Pm 3b 

£nBbuSk«SSwr0l?l7W^TRM!lO3"R«^?Utmrff 

H 

CA 

^P3|! 



CA 

NSnSSAM 
TEMPEST 3/95 
pt27 Pme.Pm 
M.I.I.4.M.3 

1APUB5Z39-3I 
Pm At 71 

lAPUB 5239-31 

MIL-STDitS- 
I24B Pm 5 J. 12 


Maiwfa/niiwdirt DhAKA(X)MTEQ(p)aivUaCiMe4ra34 
AWOSeneoedTtrWSO. SuliecS(aMeB«ype«a TEMPEST 
board 

B.1 J.) (52393: AfpiDvad eatte. MD-C-I? (lef kk w MIL-C-91 ^ 
(fcbmaO)). MILC-24«40(rchRnc(D» or MIL^24643 
(lUuiRAi (o)). ReaeaiciMd cable ndfiiu^duBii doe* ItDTmci 
uyofrbe^iM MlL-SPEiCa. DnkaieUadmcabkadkaiaieMILr 
DTL-24643 eci^Um. Sebjca eatlaa aieCAT SeShylan *59V*. 
‘59*ad‘59S'U«taBd«aciAlea. ThecaMaBnedalhivea 
braided ikieUnedditian 10 ft* thimioiiniiiybrUfie. Tbebnided 
ihidd*ae*i frrata)Me|iimd. 

Reulved. Subjao e*t>ie paicttd liLMrwmeiuedTFMPES'f ie»i hoUi 
RF.O and BLACK vaHaa m t^rounded lo ihc aluntnun mytar 
>ihi«td. fteuiAiMnd iu« sliwlded braid uable 

05 

CA 

NST1SSAM 
TEMPEST 2/95 

P<3 37Pm 
2a/ptl6pm5 
UPufaS239>31 
Al.1.1 a.b 

BIACK aattBiMn(RT-9000>wiftm 3 malm efRED 
pwcawm. Wtisied. Subjw) iranNoiinets anrcncl^iedin mcullic 
oaM and bulkhead « 9 aNlc^ ihe uabincu ^uniatma* the iraiumiiteri. 
a^ AEU(Wueeki«>«> 

06 

CAC 

lAh* 5239-31 

PmB.i.3.«.16p| 

B4aDd(k9 

H'niftd pi— on CRYPTO ciM* le KYV-5. Mteuntcnuad 


i 

CAC 

UPnb 32)9-31 
Pm B.IJ.4.IOpt 
B4andB-9 

AMDVTeablehMBOfSoiaidtanaaalcoaDBotionon h*eV?>(^ 
SbiiarebsfclaapiiiioiQooimrcMtiotofcaM*. Redo 
oomeeboa c uuipirten. 

i 

m 

lA Pub 3239-31 
Pma.lJ.6.10 

AN/lflPX-2a h— iaadequM* paea wire {round. Be^ace wift Cteaa 
CboodKrV- Lunipteied 

iKaisa 


BcmoA« axisial tooft waaben on {Tonod cooMctor* to cabifiBtt. 
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Eaelowit I 





Uee locfc wMko Md kii BUS per lA lafUwdeQ 5239-31 ^ire B- 
5. ( 

to 

CAC 

NSTKSAM 

TBdPEST2/95 

r<327Pan 

2n^l6pan5 

LAPab333»*3t 

AM.lLb 

I^3t'9 ie teas iban 3 oMen boa RED prtaen and proeceHn. 

Wehrii llCX-^a ciiUir»<ilcihiiii'* And iHvtnihlc 

liMruiii«:Ah.M K-M 

H 

CAC 



■ 

CA 

IAPubS23Ml 

PinA.l.U 

TdetifcpuiciWMeoaneen^ioiiMreibvbiHlaiaMenewiteicaiiftat 
be found vMb fed edte.- Rcm!*ciI. MvMin xwuch pfuvHic» 

adetiuaie itolntwO 

13 

CA 

UPUk 5239-31 
PanA.l.U. 

ARC-! to Seem voice eaUes. Tiwat endweeave wdio Ijaee 
need (B be AMdeA RMtKed.. Subject Imk kic dtelded pn 
TiSlt^M i'bMPtSf PM tueaHietMlHin HwtoLerp. Unly 
ueJiichlEtl juv BLACK 

{4 

CAC 

NSnsSAMS^ 

tPg27r«i3 

Miner 2 

Operno>pontioni>CTndftBd04!SR room bee adto from hro 
UNCLAS tAM and tero CLASSIFIED LAM ceometiom. 
?ai|iiwi2inebt5«m)mpattrion. Corepkicd. 


Brf<^ 


t5 

CAC 

MSmSAM 
TEMPEST 2/05 

PG 27 Pan 2a 

Meeorok VHP FM DBS UMMealver leee iMm metan Asm C2 

Netvwub 6e> panel di^y nanlicw LC 06-0^14, LC 00434-71 aod 
LC 06-0444. CoiRpleicd. Muniion replattd by TEMPES1 
GoniBlteM RWdeJa. 

t« 

CAC 

NST18SAM 
TEMPEST 2M 

PO 27 Pen 2a 

rnBMbupbeineam Seem LAN juBctlea bon leaafrBfrroe 
BHian ftom i« pawl dup% rneadMa LC 06O(-«2 «d LC 06- 
0^72. lfaltED>iptopmmfreSecenLAW)onfdDnboa.indll 
beieaifraaanaaMBnb«ie(ihln-|frMwllaiolvMi REULAN 
tables rerutited tod L.AN bcNt relocated. 

■ 

CAC 

lAPeb 5239-31 
PtnB.l.l<.i3 


!t 

1 

CA 

lA Peb 5339-3] 

PanAi.t.TJPi 

A-3 


H 

CA 

NSnSSAM 
TEMPEST 2M 

taw* of wWbaa bridge fijrlMBcoana. RL^I^IVFD Wirele^ 
ituuiKtiivMy •% 'veeaitrrM^ aumna. Pl>/v> will mi im wtrelcM 
cumiMitiiv 


Olber: 


P«ee3or4 
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Eoplosw I 


20 

CAC 

NSnSSAM 2-95 
Bactwnmeadatton 
iPg2?Pn3 
Notes:? 

CO'setbia. RED and BLACK LAN ports have no cAle 
t^mtioo. ReconBoead 2 indi atpeetioB. REIVB1.ACX cable is 
tM toother 

21 

CA 

NS71SSAM 2-95 
RetotamniArtioo 
{Pa27Panl 

CO'scj^uL Protweed RED liptqj on desk top Uat dan 20 iacbai 
(20 cm) Orm bbclc pbow. Waived «lu<: ii> .'4|wcc liiraiaiMniK, 

22 

CAC 

U Pub 5239-31 
PanAt.i.7J.l.b 

RED Sbecoptk cable ^lestfanMibipmacOaccBl Id Uadcmcka 
chat comiaa baup fiv loctEiDB. ITibeaMepma dnigb nofmally 
locked muCM (far BKKBple, vokh, slilBreciH, etc), dm posUoa of 
the cable U]aUbee«CBiiiMMilaaiBettOkeoMfedt(PDS)- 
Compieied- Cage will be wtmiiucied ihai will pnivNie cunipieie 
vwwiM of the nnic 


CAC 

NSTiSSAMl'95 

PARA4.9.6 

Tdsvieien tad diybomd wden (calaMl ramnrat) em be vieui.id 
ftomteMBe VPEOfliUpnlji^ tluidiiydKMud video hes been 
deriganndREDi Cwiwirt. CA 1 V woImot win be mawlkd >n 

Rati: r5 m prevent c«>AeHiMni*inn entaniinoni iirom eiiiing 
IIMWCuhIc vMv4. 


DeifvedFnan: NST1SSAM TEWEST 2^ wt* AmtadiMt MSA 

Dcp«nakeai of the Ntvy lofiormtim AMBvm (lA) FoblkiiiDa 

Module 5239-31 
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UJ.D»paitm«ilar Om^ 
Homlmd SMoriljr £|BSv 

UmtAdStaiM KtO 
CCHlM ftlWd 


IWiMnwoi US^MfeS DcMUMd 


W M Ma «»Mt 6uBi no 
Ham. VA2»io4im 
SirfSymbefcf “ 


phomt (Tgntta^wt 


2241 

05.03SI 

OCT 2S SOB 


Etcplylo: (ip-1) 

Aod of EnMStine Cook 
(757) 62&-4051 


To: OGC MATAGORDA (WPB 1303) 

Subj: VISUAL TEMPEST INSPECTION OF USCOC MATAGORDA (WPB 1303) 

Re£ (a) DON lA PUB 5239-31 Inibanalian Assurance Shybo ari Red/B)ack InstaJIirtioa 
Publicatioo 

(b) NSnSSAM TEMPEST 2-93 RMBUck losaDaiioD Guidance 

1. Mr.Timofl^KeoyofESUkGamicanduciedaDoapectaonoftheSecuteEIectrical 
tafiuinatioo Pro ce s M flg System (SEIPS) ooboard CGC MATAGORDA on 3 August 2005. Tike 
laapecEon was oondueted ai ceqaired by re&rcaces aid (bX A tuaacury of col le ct ed 
discnpaaotes u listed in eockisiire (1). No new di s orepaa c ice wot found. 

2. llBisinapaDarypiovidesaieoocdoftfKiiiftiUatioDtttbetiiDeofiiiqwctioB. Modifications or 

changes to foe SHIPS tfkalltsM be made without ^)prova]orTlSCOM0M-3b) or MLCA. This 
fltm mA f y mmI (o tfri# gummaiy •H*ii be retained in the unh'a SHIPS TEMPEST 

docomcntaticm file. 



a 

Eoclosure: (1) Visual TEMPEST iDspection Report 

Copy: LAKTAREA 

TI5COM(iad-3b) 

ESUKGsmi 
ESD Key West 


ENClOSUfiES(3) 
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ViBMl TEMPEST InnifTTise Ssmsy 
USOOC MATAGORDA (WPB 13CS) 


TUi Vtaid TEMre$T bqMCiai b te the FTA Vbk 
TlBtoiatSecw»EbciifcrihfenMtio«PiocwrtB| Syrao VMtanxettd. 

Uactf^iMawttiMCTOpio(»s ti q io q gynifffi iByart^bytfcevi»piiTEMresrtopegor. 


DtKnpBwy too legead; 

CobnaA; SequeaUldbaepuey iiifite 
ColuineB: 

SP CocmdMitftbBdltaepaKfbMdibtecip^btliyofihip'ifbRe. 

lAC CgtaaiooofJ>eJi«cwp<ftcyw»cc>aptaBdbyiMyf«cepriflf»awcpt«aa 
cfbupeetkaviilt 

U lMle«adka(te«iUtanarniD4aaEli]iaMt|r>>l>nbiUyiaiiMio|xiTal7 

caaea dadncrapacp. 

lAC dts a iatfoMnal «edviiy cotw c ad te duoqaacy. 

SA lodtcaadHLteuitanHeafiiQp^ctfvttjbpntefeisrnqBfacdippi^arty 

coma beduaepiacy. 

SAC tniMfcithaowffiatiaivftyoomaadifaeflicwptpcy. 

CA IndfeaaifaudaCbamaAcAvliybpMAiNynqsMiopicvalyeaRateAuacfaey. 
CohUBlC ir—alurtittiAlfcftfaitMiTlirirm iterant MrfcTKL 

Nmtivei Abrfef (kacdp(ioaoftiM<litac|iiaqf Asial 


£iicioiun<I) 
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Oiscr^ncies and Ccxrective Action Repod 


I. ElearaBkSpice; 


tm 

B 


Nanive 

01 

CA 

N^nSSAM 

m4PBST2A5 

POZTPna 

2a^i6pan5 

lAPab5236-)t 

Cattoei3: Bl^RPtmirtiHtRT.lTXjiaMmiactailtriPioeeaacfa. 
RaecnaieDdaim^laeuctawaTcrlBi^aMai BhdtBuaiianaataoott 
Rewunaeodplaciai entire AIiC*2l0Q«ieet on BiU|a. Wab^ 

1 

■ 


Cabte3: Rad procmurtemfcmoaeiBaera^^&OBi power tee to Mad, 
tcnalUff(BT>379«9^AltC-2](^ WM. 

i 


NSmSAM 

TEMFGSTM3 

DB 27 An 2a 

CmiMi3: Rad pnoMaorkmhauoaainaiBrcvq'bcBtibKiaipial fines 
<MBwaaJttRyBUU«teB <KT-l704). WiIvbA 

ot 

CA 

ranSSAM 

TEMPeSt2M 

P|27PMaA 

Pn4AU. 

t.t.U 

UPIJB32)»>31 

P«aA.].7.1 

lA PUB 5230.31 

MIL-5TDltt- 
114B Pn 

51.12 

StmdcsManssdwbh RED processaw. BLACK psBcewnei.lBWisIqAaMa 

MHOitt. MuBbeanmua: DtAJCAOObnBQ<F)SUfA« Cable 4PR 24 
AWG Sonaed 307650. Sf^abi»mvfimMTBJPtB7huM± 

B.m (5239); Af^nved c^Oes. MQ.C47 (nTJe). orKOLCOlS 
<Ktetnoa(I)). MILC24640(id<aebca(a)) or MiL>C-246*3 Orfcrnw <o)). 
RasoRbed oUs od tand te k doss NOT OMi efte rime MIL* 

SreCs. DiafeasiSsdneaUes6ttae)dK.>DrrL>24643eQa9faaL Sulijeci 
ctf4itaraCAT5eSU|iii‘S9W*.*59‘aad‘598'MidMdneal^ TIk 
cililesMuad SB fiasaa bonded lUeldla edUcu loibestnisiiasBiplir upo 
the bciidsd sbWd sfiom iBr a BcaiUe pcoad. 

NSTOSAM2.05: SEDpncessooaeeaitdisfevdnaDBKSofNSTISSAM 
TSdreSiyi-92 (Le«^ L B. tf no OM naa epttel or dMded rti* caOla If 
ipadflad as paR ^ Ae Bua^ieMers huitfladiaipedScaiim, <r tf ipadlkd 
ftwiompllmn nliliTnifrrTrKnlfliiuim Pu^^tu 4A1. t, and 4.1.11 
defiaea aU* dunctaiiBiea adahhid **"■*»■« Wta 

UP^A 5239-31; RED SUebMMaalkVlieCiUe. Ra>Bai^«te 
ciblBa la iH bouioaa Aall be itdaUbd, *'bh the asfitpdou oddaikii;^ 
nraiyahT raMfa ttiu ur pinnilnl tij M manntmiBH. wlaaii Atao ti iwa w 

ftAle nyricie TW wip4«— laj j| npift BKi* 

oplieeabka. 

MILSTC>-ia> ibtelda ate IM KXiptthle farperipbocal bofidiAi Old do 

ftatprevUemaebanifat Aaefifflor 

(APub3239-31p|B.9PmA Nae: If bob endiflfifie cable will aa have 
dH lUdd okan 10 sroaod. i|;|inivil by Ae cofabjaa Cn‘A iIioqU be 
obtabed p*** U> iBkiUstOb'' 

OdUraaiRce(APMAH33.2l4V2 DATED 2lSEr206l) oaa AatfoO 
aUcUtai B taindBd Ar voice or digital lifoali leal dun Snpa. 
Cq—taaaiumiiibMrnrtatHdwMuMiatBAfectcdilft Tbalsalto 
ArMifaifd A hstwaarmad Teat Rmcn. AoceptaMeriit Nodiacnuincy. 
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II 

gH 

NHISSAM 
TEMPEST 2/90 
nt2ft?m6 



m 

IAP«i>S2»-31 

PmiB.1.16.10 


■ 

H 

lAPob 5239-31 

0»iaclDi.huiaDtnadeihta Wtm m^iUcdk uae MUemi 

tfmneaowTtocri— iM. Watved 

eai 

Hi 

lAPlibS250-31 

Ranovp eaoetari looA wato on yamd onnuBaaff xo t li i ■ UKkdt 

Mil h»||iiMi AW uiMBwttaa 5239-3 IHffotB-S. ComcMd 

H 

m 

lAh^523» 

B.12A12 

Keyh<MrtmdMpoiayiBCiW>ei41ha»MBHiMuaflBaiw«w*edp^ 
oMe. rvMmAiahMMiffMavs'cadAa Wil^ 

I 

m 

KSnSSAM2-90 

P«n3NoiK3 

KHD>ttLACg lepawinn TwohKhajaaiimaeiunikaiBqiBfcaBn^ 

Sa b(h teftndoa N^pdRauM fbr XED/BLADC oUbi dm BB h> pwaM 
fcrIOOtInai. ‘neonlvvaftoDisviacibteaMaL Watfot 

H 

m 

lAPub5Z39-3l 

PmB.1^10 


H 



AKC-210Saca(u voice caUM. TrwnitndraBetveaodk>laei Medio be 
iMeldeJ, lUeohud. S»2. hader.faMuM. 

13 

CA 


OpermvfKMttMtaCSiflttedCaiS&iooaliMcatdeifraiB uroUlCLAS 
LAM nd dune CLASSIFIED lANcMBMdoae. Keqabe2ta)^<5EB0 

nuendm Waivsl 


2 . • 


01 

CA 

NSrE5SAM2-93 

tUKonuMDdUte 
lPB27ftn3 
Mater. 2 

LAMdtB>)aadOPS<BlACK)tMConBoa}McticBbca. NoREIVBLMiX 
fffMfMfaM. C2BeGaid.iBvcd BLACK IAN aad OPS DMpmiehHcdoa 
bcn» REDLANiiraaiadiaconBMeabkrea. Does eol bom aBaiaDnm 
xoanrion. Seel—illX 

I 

■ 

lAPUb 5239-31 
PnB.1JAn 

No m td ri mrral rnnun tor pvmi nvp Bob ARC 210Tngr b imted on 
dtii. RwinunriwtpicSCTJDCliaCimnBJeBipvtecaBi^wgft 
Ccnecttd. 

*1 

CA 


N« cte 1 SU^ TniMd PIT I aaad Ibr voke ad ea^wtnllMfc 

No dkflipeMy bf SPA WAR iMda^ RiiaBce id ARC>210. 

laforecd by Haiti Ctip dM kit provided tarinded sbkUiBf (tf aD RED 
cabkL CoRccaed. 

0« 

^a" 

U Pub 5239-31 

Pk«A.1.U.2 

PgA-3 
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i. Oiber 


Qt 

CA 

iii 

OO'taUi. Ea)Bd>LACKUN|i<nlmiocaUe 

MpmboB. ReeocDCBaid 2 takcb i^anika. BED/BLACKcaUaU 
tkritofBifaer. Awyyabk Alt uMla nadgwy. |ib<hMf9aaey. 

02 

CA 

^I5TISSAM^9S 

BtecmitiMiiiiMluu 

IP|Z7Pml 

CO’seafetaL PupMeOREDl^aapaDdericMVlaiitlmZOhidm 
C20ca^fto«Uaeik{teoe. AeeepnUeiidciitikBBdanir^. th 
awnpms. 


CA 

!Af>iih52»-Jl 

PmA.lJ.7J.IA 

ItBD Pbr cfik eibk am OmiilA apaoe aiBtoea to idaci ivda 
teeoBHte hasp far tflcntag. tfmeafefepaamdataihaanafly 

kKfced ^aen aumpla, oai^ mMRXMM, ate). ^ P«ifa» of 
*e oMb M be camM k a mialBe eonMt m is the 

wm arawiT and li conddeead a raHiktta am. Conaand. 


7mfl>ESr295 

Dei»tiBettafi^>kyy(DoH)liSMiMto PcbbatiaB Matote S23»-31 

MIL>S1^18t*124BQranBdtatBoBiS(i|StaisM]|| fttrCcBBKB I HiV Tfrt.~<] /•w ^f M t v-'u rt ivwt ^ ywf 
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UADi^ttliitntaf 

Homt i wid • ■ cu rtly 
Untod tiMM 


aOOEnilMnSM«.8uiftTQO 
Nwfcic.VA 23610410S 

PhBfME 

rwc (7^«2t4226 

f-mii: 



2241 

06.0362 

DB 26 2 XB 


Reply to: (tp-1) 

Alto o£ EntoitiDe Cook 
(757)628-4051 


To: COCMONHEOAN(WPBI»5) 

Subj: VISUAL TEMPEST INSPECTION OF USCCC MONHEGAN (WPB 1305) 

Ref: (•) DON lA PUB 5239-3 1 bUbmutiaoAtfuxBDceSkipboasd Red/Black bistalt^cM 

(b) NSnSSAM TEMPEST 2-95ARed«leckb»toU8lMnCwdaice 

(c) COMDTCOGARDWaihiagtooDD/C&62//M2l37ZMar04 

1. Mr.BruDMeeizeofESDMiomBeKii.LTJiniCabaaeorcOMDT(CC-623X<wl 

ET2 Mirhed Henun of ESD Key Wc*t c(»diicted a Vinal TcoqMit In^eotioD (VT1) of the 
Secure Elearicel bfotmadoa Procceeing Synero (SEIPS) onboaid CGC MONHEGAN oa 
2Novmber2006. The m^ectkm wag conducted m requiied by refeiencet (a) tod (b). 

2. AsufnfntryoftiunordieerepaaeieeielietodtoeifeCkMure(l). No lenoue TEMPEST hezirds 
wmiwced;ibselbce,yDoraeycoQtlaitonon&t]openBioDe. In eccocdanoe witb refbeoce (cX 
di9crepaDcieiiiiiutbeoDntctedwidiin90days. You should contact Ms. Eraestoie Cook to 
sehaMe t ro'inpeetion. This aumtoary also providea a record of the instaUattoo at Ow tune of 
in^peetiaL Modificatioiu at cfaacgea to the SEIPS shall not be made without approval of 
TTSCOM (isd-3b) at MLCLANT. 

3. ThU summary tod amendmenu to this aumreary shall be relained in the amt’s SEIPS 
TEMPEST documentation (lift 


Enclosure: <1) Visual TEMPEST Inspection Summary 

Copy: COMDT(CG-623) 

LANTAREA 
TISCOM (isdOb) 

BSU Miimi 
ESD Key West 
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Vlaal TEMPEST Inmertioe SanaoMy 

USGOC i«)NHBCAN <W» 1)05) 
2No9ei^3006 

11risVbuftlTEMl^tft4ieakBi>fiorteFr^ti& 

The crnin Sectve Skcirk^ hConoto PncMikii Syna wm itupeaed. 

UgflfipMtt tempest iwpecwr 

1. BBcamJcepce 

2. Bridie 

3. OtMT 

DbNznfMicy ianilBiBMfe 


CdumB: 

Weived Diicrepwriw putedeWverMiiauhrftoiiBattiedtttttogMdperTISCOMteof 
11M05. 

SP ODmcria Q ofd»«i*i 'in > i) iiwiihiftihecepeM^olriilphfaBfc 

lAC CoewaloQofdie^iaepiaey neowflnedbyiMiefaweprigiDcaiterica 

ofisipeeilMvldL 

U bdictiattiiihearittMfie(rfMiBdtiiaikIicrivl9i»piD(nUyraqu9BltDpfDpaly 

coma (he ducn|«cy. 

lAC hdigiiw tot Mi IM— M ictieiQf catieaed tedtocwf—cy. 

SA bdkanAtfiheeMlMKBefamif^teriviQrbfinheMjrnqidRdiDiBoperiy 

rreirn rim iHenrimrj 

SAC lndlriifHhMtMp|omcrivUycarreaodd>edbatyMcy. 

CA IftdiatteidMldKCaanaMAeilviQrUpiMMyreqBifedtopnpef^cMreeitba 

dlecrapwcy. 

CohimC: Refereace ct ibe pe n ffnih ta iln^pMed tmaueb id wiich ihe doo mat onfcnn. 

Ntmrive; Abrkfdetc ri pikMiDf ihe<li>a«|)iacy fanad. 
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Discrepancies rmd Conecfive Action Report 


A 

B 

C 


01 

Wiived 

NSnSSAM 
'rEMren'299A 
TO 27 Pm 
2i/p8l6pm3 
IAM5239-31 

Ciluei3: BlaciRFiiaasniiiar(ltT-179i)iisa]mncfc«Sed 
Pioeemn. RenBnendmorlBiSBOBnawdyork^M^BIick 
Bqritwiun Booa Raoauneid ptadni cdio ABC-2l0iy<MiB on 
Bridga. 

1 

■ 


CihiMtS: Rad fmmmImilmonB aster awqrthw power ttae to 
Umk(nnMmiar(RT-1794p4B ARC-210). 

03 

W^ved 

NsresAM 

7EMreST2MA 

PK27fm2a 

CabinaJ.' Red proftior lea anooeeioeesfewayftm Week stfoai 
him oooaacted to RPmneBdnnr (RT'1794). 

04 

Waiva! 


REDpreeeaNnmdRPnnnniaanbiQMaeiS. REDproccaeoKi 
menu M be poTNnd Bm dw cma eimlBi at RP ttiDsadnert. 

05 

CA 

N5nSSAM^99A 

Pm3N«m:3 

RBtyBI AaCcAieeepewton. TmlaAxabiiiiainacpentlQai 
leipdfrarui, SiibehMparaitonNptaea»tAirREDSLA^catife» 
^miapeafletliMrlOOfkmBn Ttaeoaiy wioDkviae^ 
tun. 

06 

m 

■ H 1 1 1 M IM 

AitC-i to aaiANDVTSeoae voice caMee. Timwahaadnoeive 
oAo ttam scad as be afakUed. 

07 

CA 


OpedmpoMoalaaaaUfledC4ISRnwcahaacaldeafriMe two 
UNCLAS LAN aod isBC CLASSglED LAN cococctloat. Requuel 
bach (5 caO aepmdoL 

09 

CA 

U 5239-31 
PmAl.LTJji 

tWer diMd okatef cn KIV-7 db ccoMcaor. 


W^ved 

U 5239-31 
PmB.u.6 

Cablnei 1; Not proisided pioperiy to aMp'i boB (le. Spd^ cofla do 

M coaatbate a Qaea C bond). 

H 

Waival 

tA3239-^i 

ObiaeiZ: NocfraaadcdpcopadytsaMp'shuUOASpdagcoiiado 
m contthm a ClaBB C bead). 

■ 

Wdved 

lA 3239-31 
PanB.t^O 

tHebiaet 3; Not iroeaded praperiy 10 sbip'a huB (U. coila do 

am coBStiiBie a Chea C b^X 


CA 


IC6-I7S/TACLANE btCibmel 3 nitlbig poondiDg henlwm. 
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X BMsk 


01 

Waived 

Bl 

LAN CUD) caHa U fOUMid la oo^BfiCtioo with CdSflUM ciMe ran. 

No RED 16 LACX tepeatko. 

02 

CA 

IA523»-3t 
tat 6 . 12.6 

SiamoMd IcrrK 1 ; ftuNaw 90 ^ *461 CSam C bo^ 

02 

CA 


SiMfcoardKrrglitaMeihlrtiNiamifpaBdedMceBanaoftfl^ 

04 

CA 

IJJJyyIJJQ 

— ^ — ■ — (■.' 

0$ 

CA 

NSTBSAM^95A 

ftecowmeadaitiMl 

SiMhnamKfrBl:»<liii^3inian«pmBrt(iuhetutwUfr^^ 

MdRodpraoeaMC. 




• »TI ' ' 61 ''TJIJ.'M','",','! ■ 

ii 





Oi 

Wdved 


CCreMiXO’icabtin KEDoMMofuModmiLANdrepim 



P||27Pva3 

Nomel 

fwioBfiiiBendlinchaepamiDn. 


NSnSSAM TEMPEST 2A5A 

Di yiiti a m of the Mivy{DrfOh fcw d Ml A m i n « ctt (IA>h^itai>QftModBlg 513^31 
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UJ. Pi»wlnwi<gf 
Howwtmd e »eii rt y 


UnltM 

C<^ 




MM <— w t jnl CflwwW 

AMe 


K ennilni.liCwli^aw8Jna 


MEMORANDI 


From: 



2241 

05.02SO 

OCT M 2a» 


Reply to: (tp-1) 

Ann of; Eraeetioe Cook 

(737)628-4051 


To: CGC METOKTOB4 (WPB 1325) 

Subj: VISUAL TEMPEST INSPECTION SUMMARY OF USCGC METOMPKIN 
(WPB 1325) 

Ref. <a) DON lA PUB 5230^31 bfiMmAtkm A winmc e Stopboonl RedBlack hstnllarioo 
Publicatioo 

(b) NSnSSAM TEMPEST 2-9S Redmiadc Installation Gvidance 

(c) T1SCOM Ct*d-3b) Memo 2241 of 12 Jid 05 

(d) COMI3T<X>QARDWashiDCtoBDC;//CO-62//D42l37ZMa‘(14 


1. Mr. Timothy Neery of ESUMumid conducted aninspectioa of ttw Seem Electrical 
InfoTmaiioD ProceesingSyiten (SEEPS) otdMordCOC METOMPKIN on 4 August 2005. The 
inspection wm oonductod m reqinced by r a f erence e (a) and (b). Reftrakce (e) dtea waivera that 
have boa given and will not be reported. A summary of a minor ducrqnncy ia listed in 
enclantfe(l). 

2. No serious TEMPEST tkazards were noted; dMte&ie you may continue normal operations. In 
aooordanoe whh lefiereace (d), discrqMndes omst be comcled whUn 90 days. You should 
contact Ms. Emsatuie Cook to sdiedule a re-ini^ection. Tins sunniBcy also pcovidee a record of 
the bistallatioa at the tune of inspection. Modificaiiona or chngea to the SEIPS shall not be 
made witibmit approval of TISCOM (iad-Sb) or MLCA. 


3. This summery and amendments to diia summary shall be retained in the unit's SEIPS 
TEMPEST doaonentatim file. 


Enclosure: (1) Yimal TEMPEST Inspectioa R-qmt 

Copy: LANTAREA 

TISCOM ((sd-3b) 

ESU Miami 
ESD Key West 
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VifMl TEMPEST faupcetiM SHOsniry 

USOGC METOMPKIN 
4A0fW2OO$ 


— twiK PUrfctMt litftwiMlMm I S inwM— 

lj«i of ^<m^4itetB«p> nrrtrin teqnipa>eB» hrtp i <«»t by ifacwaal TEMPEST i nyift i nr . 

I. ac 

1. lUdie 

IXtcrepeicy fira lcfeii± 


CohlBMBi 

9 ConectiaBofthe dkLiq i iMuy kwittM 8i»cip«fcBityaf«Mp*« fiwca. 

SFC CenccdisofllMdwiqncyaucoiivleled by ihliM fern prior t»ccavlaliaa of 

tA IpdiotwifcH^iwiMMce of aiaAaWiltaivilybpwtrtty required mwoperly 

cened dlrenpiacy. 


lAC 

SA 

SAC 

<~>lllTTTWI ^ 

Huntiw. 


iDdIcMre te M iaAatriil ■cthty camcied fte diacMpioBy. 

UkolM Ad (ho aMdaoM of o Mppoft letfviiy b pcoMly required l» property 
comet Ar **^**^**1*}^ 


Otgi— Rcflmnc to «Ueb (br doe* m oatfon^ 


EwCLOSUREd ) 
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Discrepancies and Correctiva Action Report 


I. CIC; 


A 

B 

C 

NnnthR 

ooi 

SA 

lA Pub 5239-31 

RED fiber flpbc pastet dBooidt anwry, «4dcti Im a aoUd BMid 
doer, iftbe cable p«iM»a(i)«iglitlociBedipaec«.MatialI be 
ceenmed b PDS. TheTlSCOMcoao»eaiiaci,a nmabdoorto 
pennh|iiiyik>liB^ieaioa.iiKteAdcd»belciiafleddBfii>fibB 
not aUrnfd wrtoil 
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lMndSii««t 

CoMtOvard 


bmntof 

MM 

vt4 MHm 


MrtWiiiwno Jnd Litcdfci Cwwiuitf 
MMK 


M EM IM) 8M. 8ul» m 
IMtoa.VA MIMIOS 

SMfSyaM: frlj 
nnw 

ta <7I^«HM0» 


MEMORANDUM 



2241 

05.0042 


U 2DK 


Reply id: (Ip-I) 

Am ot Bmatim Cook 
<757)628-4051 


To: COCNUNIVAK(WPBI306) 

Subj: VISUAL TEMPBSTINSPBCnON SUMMARY FOR U500CWUN1VAK 
(WPB1206) 


Ref. (A) NSnSSAM ^95 Red^bek lisUUstioD Ouidmee 

DON lA PUB 5239-31 Inftmcdoe Aswnace SUpboenl Red/Kadc losUllatton 
Publkatioa 

(c) COMDT COQARD WaAbgloo DC//CO-62//IM2137Z Mm 04 


t. BT211iiiolhyColoofESDNewOileaucoochictedaoinspecliaDofllkeSeciBeQediical 
fiiforai8lkisPn>ccumsSyilaii(SBIPS)otiCGCNUNIVAKMi7iaDusfy200$. The inspectioi] 
waA oofldudnl ea required by referenoea <e) aod ^). 


2. Ettckwire<l)laA«uauiMryofau|korili<eftpMde»wtdi6eSBlPS. Ho aerioM TEMPEST 
hazarda wa«fM>ted;theit£>ce»ymiiiuq^oradiM8ikocmai49entiooe. Id ecconbnoe with 
r efa ea c c (c), diecfqpancies vaoat be coirected wHUo 90 d^ Yeo ahoBld eoftfad 
Ms. Bmesdoe Cook to sdiedulc • r^liupectiaiL This luouiuay also provides a record of die 
iiiatalUtkreMdwtuMofdwm^Mctioa Modificatloiu or diaiiMct to the SEIPS tdiall opt be 
made without the ^iproval ofTISCOM (isd-3b)or MLCA. 
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Subj: VISUAL TEMPEST INSPECTION SUMMARY 2241 

FOR USCCCNUNIVAK(WPB 1305) 1 3 

3. This sumnuny and unendiDaib to this summaiy sbaH be rctatned in the unit’i SE1P3 
(TEMPEST) documenlatiai 6le. 


Bocloswcs: (1) Vtsual Tensest Inapectioo Sumxoary 

(2) TISCOM (iad-3b) Memo 2241 of 12 lui 03 

Copy: COMET «XM.O-DPM-3> 

LANTAREA 
TISCOM (iad«3b) 

ESUNowOrims 
ESD New Orleans 
ESUMivm 
ESD Key West 
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Vtn*l TEMfEST liMpecbqa SuuDan' 


Tto oitire Seem Eleciricd lafiinEBMioo PioccaMns S>«nD VB» iaqtectBcL 

Usi »f iiMm vitk Mctne pfoce <»lD | itwptrtwi by il» vtawJ TEMP 

t. RMboRoon 
2. sue Room 
). Dodge 


D M CTiyMui ey fataa hgtttt 


CohoDA A: Sc iqe eiirid d bfopwff yoMaA«f 

(VihHriw 

SP C meeti flAof Aedi<cwpMcyiiyitbtaiheciwR» itey of Aip^lwoe. 

SFC C(mciiDaorifaedbcnpedeywitcoo|ileiedbyikig»fivceprior(oeQBpledeaof 

fai^MctfoavUL 

tA bdiMM diM MiUttao* of M iadufliid KtMiy 1« praMdy reqaind to praperly 

coneet Ae 4i$ci«p«Ky. 

lAC thet m jeduriit ■rttvil)' rnmtrtrrt itw fHtfnftiwT 

SA Inilli iM An fbfi iiriom r nfinrrfiTierlhltyUftTdMhtyrriTmTittnpfTTtrrriT 

OMWit A« di o4tt i ty . 


SAC ladiaUAtfaetfigporttetWiy co rTe OBd Afedimycy. 

CA • CoBradar actMjr ■ refund to cened the diicnpiaey. 

CciwMC: DoaiiftwMftrftfBiceAobiebABiiBittninBdoaBiitawrfiim. 

Nemivr AbriifdMcrtpMMofAedlaa«B«ByfindL 
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Disctspanctes and Correctiva Action Report 

I. Radkl Rooa 2-21-0-Q 


A 

B 

c 

Nanath« 

HI 

1A>SA 

lA PUB 5239.31 
PaiignphAl.1.3 

Th> iiriMfr (red) aaei Made power. TheprinHatromar<i«d)Baea 
hlacOpoanr. Rflccaapead|d>i|giat|arii^ 

■ 

*Waived 

eqUIIIIII^b 


■ 

*Waiveit 

N$T1SSAM3<« 

Reel 

PatagnudiO 

h Rack i>3, (hoe ii BO Smetor Mpaiatioii between fed and Wack 
caUmbabreeaiBtagiteMaaoainewyeh. ToMdandevalueadby 
SPAWARpewttdy. WAIVED 

004 

^Waived 

1 «f^ASnr $5 

Reel 

PswsMhO 


003 



1 

1 


Note: ScpartfkacTIFFMttaMliaeMdClMfLANIlaeiMjrbepanafeDapendagOROOM 
' Per T7SCOM 0ad-3b) hr of 12 Ju] 03 
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US. oepaitnwii Qi tmmm 
HoiMtond Saeur^ 

UnitsdStSlM 

Coast Ouard £■■■* 


C an i wdw 90 East iMn Street. SuRb too 

MMenenee and Legltlla CmnMd NoHUk. VA 
Aknie SM&ifflbet^l) 

mom: 

fmc (7^9ia4035 

E-miK E rnMawtN.Coo * <g|g>cs i nl 



224t 
05.0382 
OCT 2 7 2f0i 


Reply to: 

Attn o£ Bmekins Cook 
(757)628-4051 


To: USCGCATnJ(WPBl3l7) 

Subj : VISUAL TEMPEST INSPECTION SUMMARY OF USCCC ATTU (WPB 1317) 

Ref: (a) DON lA PUB 5239-31 Inibmi&tiOQ AicunDce Shipboard Red/Black Installation 

Publication 

(b) NSTISSAM TEMPEST 2-95 Red/Btack hutallallon Gindanca 

1 . Mr. Timely Keary of ESU Miami conducted a visual TEMPEST inspection of the Secure 
Electrical InfoinatioD Processing System (SEIPS) onboard CGC ATTU on 3 August 2005. Tbe 
isspectioowaa conducted as required byr^eraw«s(a) and (b). A simmiry of conected 
discrq}Bsctea is listed b enclosure (IX No oew discrepaicies wen found. 

2. This Bununary provides a recced oftbe installation at the time of inspectioo. Modificationa or 
changes to the SEIPS ^uU not be made wittmut approval of TISCOM (iBd-3b) or MLCA. This 
summary and amendmenu to this summary shaU be retained in the unit's SEIPS TEMPEST 
documoTtatioa file. 


Enclosure; (1) Visual TEMPEST Inspectioa Summary 

Copy: LANTAREA 

TISCOM (isd-3b) 

ESU Mirni 
ESD Key West 
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V isoal TEMPEST ln«{>ecDon Sorranaiy 


USCGC ATni (VrPR n 17) 
3A!i^u(t2005 


TUs VbUBl TEMPEST InspeciiDi ic for die FTA Vitii 

The emte Secure Beaikat bfoonaijoii Piwsosg Syeten wtt bnpected. 

Lke of qkacee wiih lean pocet&lag etjuipnen inspeirtfd bjt ihe visual TEMPEST iDipecur. 


1. Eledionic space 

2. Bridge 

Dbcrcpancy fonn legnd: 

CdunnA: Seqneodal diiciepaicy niinba 

ColiuiD fi; 


SF Comcdon of AedMcrepaacy is wbhio ibe capafaUiiy oTsta^)'! tan. 

lAC Ccntcdaaofthedttcrepaoeywaseotafrfetedbysh^fcKOpiicriocooi^edeio 
ofio^eetiQn visiL 

lA Indicates that the aasiaaace of a* indostrU} aciiviiy it prrAiatdy re quir ed lo property 
coned die rfiserepaacy. 


lAC 

SA 

SAC 

CA 

CoIumC: 

Nanative: 


IniUcaies (bat ao bdusorial activity co rn ca ed die Asoepancy. 

ladic aw duadiesKisMica of a eBppowacgviiyUprob>b)yiB(jaifBdio property 
correct (he (StaspaBcy. 

lodicstes dial a soppon activity corrected die diicrepaacy. 

liulicaiea that die Coturactor Acdvtiy is ptobaMy required 10 property concct die ditoc^ficy. 
Kefereaceofdiepangra(dihidetigpaied mimials to which die trutailaica does aot ccafonn. 
A brief descnpdoe of tiw discrepancy fomd 


Esclosureli) 
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Discrepandas and Correcttve Action Report 


1. ElectmoJc Spice: 


tM 


c 

Nuncive 

61 

Ca 

NSTISSAM 
TEMPEST »5 
PG27PM 
2a^l6|ma} 
UPid> 5239-31 
A.I.IJa.b 

CibinH3: Black RPnmaiaer(RT-l794)inttiBerackaiRedPmce»or«. 
Recommead e»vt&c 3 oetas away or » i^aceM Black EquipoMi Room. 
Raxmunead ^acint eatiie ARC-210 lyuaa oa Bridie- W^ved. 

1 


NSUSSAM 
lEMPfiSrZ^S 
pa 27 Pm 2b 

CabiBet3: RedineesiocleaitfanomiDeHriwayfraBpowaiiiietoWack 
<naanllurdtT-1794pA> ARC-210). Waived. 

I 

i 

mSSSSKi 

CMoei 3: Red praceMot feat tban eoe neaer aw^r fron blade S 911 I hnef 
ccnaected to RP nmailflaf gT-1794). Waived. 

(M 

dA 

NSTISSAM 

TEMPESTW 

pg27Pm4, 

PwB4.4.l.i, 

4.1.L2 

lA PUB 5239-31 
PutA.I.7.i 

lA PUB 5239-31 

MB^STDIU- 
114B Fw« 

5212 

cable oaed wiib RED proceeion. BLA(3C pfoccMoo. BllM telepitonea 
■leaoiiamUiaiBd. BeddaucaMeaforltfiDLAHliiayealBiinaamriByltf 
dnddiiv. Maav&ctunr dm: DRAKACOMTEQ(F)ShkiLan Cable 4PR 24 
AWG Seneaed 3(r7650L Sufejccieablain^poeei TEMPEST luzanL 

B.] <S239): ApfKDvtt] dUci. Mil-C- 17 (rtf k). tt MEX:-913 

(rerefoeoa^ MILC-24640(it(dace(B)) « M1LC-24M3 (lefaeiKe <o)). 
Reeemfeed caUe ffid fond ibai it dm NOT meet my of ihe above MILa 
SPEC a. DnlcatCltdaaeaUeiihai«tMlL D'TL-24643coiii^ittL Stdgect 
citilM«eCATSeSb^‘59W*.‘39'md‘39S'Mailmitaiacabla. The 
ciMe* tilled tfl tnveabctfded thield la *44kifti> m the abmaianii aiylar tape. 
The fanided aluld lOoeri fer a Aealbk grated. 

NSTISSAM 2<95: RQ yMtmcai oueiia| the leqaLraiwatt of NSTISS AM 
TEbffESTA-9} (Levda i n. or nD nmt Die cfdcal or dedded win cables if 

for eoapUanoa with TE3dPESTceAiBc3tiee. P«ayaph»A4.l.l,aad 4.1.12 
dtfinei ciMe ckancierisbca and ihldd terannaiaB. 

lAPi*fi39>31:RSSlBeUedMBiaUfeWinCtfilB. REDmtflfeitfra 
ctfdei is ail locabom abtfl beiUeidcdl, wiib tfaaeaoqMicnafdemBp 
mqpMcr cablei <ha an prtwided by dte iDBwdKaiier, when iboc b not m 
ott^mfeUede^ep^. TbUfmtfnmeotlsiMiapplicebletoREOfiber 
optic edUak 

MIL-STD-IM *Toal Uneldi mut acceptable for palphenl boedlng aad do 
eel piovide mecbinka) dunbiliiy'' 

lAPiib523^5Ip|B-9f>«nd. Note "IfboilicodtQfilwcabfewiDAa have 

Uit thield cakea to granod, mptovtf by the copiizaiit CTTA ehoidd be 
nbtainrrt prior >p tattaUtimL* 

Other eoorcc <AFMAN33'2!4V2 DATED 3ISEP3CO]) iuib thn foU 
shieldlaf ii fetmdwl for vetex or digoal signalt fesa that 5Kbpe. 

CG inua uBimr risks aetaoaied wkh using tubjeci cibic. is also 

documcaiedialnsiruraiadTesiRetwn. AcecDuhlerisk. No discreoincv 
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■ 

■ 

NSnSSAM 
TEMPEST W5 
M2IPir»4 

REDpnxenocsandRFoasynriealtOhaetS. REDprecesMmslwuUiitM 
be powoed from the same drcvja u RF {nAsouuetv Wiiit-ed. 

ii 

Hi 


AN/UPX-2S bis flexible fracad ttnp with cnnped ends. Replace with Ctau 
Cboftd itrw. CoTTBcud. 



UPubS239-31 

Onncka, attaU^cnmd cabks per iA 5239-3f. Wlufe required, use soldered 
connectonvicecrinipiof Wajved. 

g 

m 




H 

lAPUbS2J9 

B.}.2.6.i2 

Keyboard and MoeitotbCsbiM 01 imim>iMnirfadiimtu|fUed power 
cable. Bond shelf to rKk. G»UDdsliUBnnafacniier‘teabte. Waiv^. 

■ 

1 

NS11SSAM3-95 
Para 3 Nom 3 

RED/Bl^CXcabtesepenuioa. TwonchndaiiBmtq^aiWiAnqubre^ 

Six iacfr tgundcm rejWtgaeoJ for REP/BLACK cabte Pal tot ia pariUd 
IbrlOOfrioBs. The 0 ^ wav ioB> is via cable 110 . Wsaved. 

H 

Hi 

lA Pub 5239-31 
Pm 8.1.24.10 


H 

B 

lA Pub 5239-31 
PmA.1.1.7. 

ARC-210 Secuu voice cables. TTwsudt and receive audio Im need to be 
d&elded. Rmolved. See 2. Bridce iiem tM. 

13 

CA 

NSnSSAM2-95 

Recoramaidiiks 

IPg27Pm3 

Moms; 2 

OpeniocpoaltioaiACU«iftedC4lSRionaBbascMMfroiB cwoUlCLAS 
LANaadtlBeaClASSIFIEOLANcoBDeciiaBS R«piife2iadif5ai0 
aepandcm. Waived. 


2. Bridge: 


01 

CA 

NSnSSAM 2-»5 
Recommeadadoa 
]Pe27PBn3 
Moles: 2 

LAN(R£OaiidGPS(BtACK>ueecetBiQOBiubal<Mbox. NoR£D/BLACK 
sepandoa. Coirecied, moved BLACK LAN sod OPS lo Kparaie juecDoa 
boxes. R£D LAN is routed In commoa cable cuts. Docs act have ntbimjm 
separaiiOQ. SeeiientlO. 

■ 

■ 

U Pvt) 3239-31 
Pm8}.2.6.}3 

No natal-to-SBUd cooiaci for ptiuad snp freer ARC 210 Ttiy to gftmd on 
shell R 0 coiBaieMliueSCR.S>ClaBsCgiT)iiiidiiii^vleeciiiiqiedadn. 
Ccmcied. 

03 

CA 

Bi 

Not cloof if SbicUed Twissed Pail It used for voice out conitoi wuelises. 

SPA WAR wlO Inspect and tstdurtni iDstrenenied TEMPEST use NOTE: 

No ducrepa>c>- noted by SPAWAR irsueg. Reference to ARC'210. 

InAirfMd b> Harris Corp shat bn provided ijschided shielding of all RED 
cables. Coneeiad. 

0* 

CA 

lA Peb 3239-31 

PmA.l.}.7.2 

P(A-3 
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3. Olbcr 


oi 

CA 

NST1SSAM2^ 

RecMBOiadMiaB 

]p|27Pm3 

Noki'.l 

CO'.oMl. REClsd BLACK LAN pm have DOcdsle 
sepmiOA. RMommend 2 ioch aeparackn. RED/BLACK cable 4 
tMiogedter. Ai:vq>ablerUfcwh3euadervvay. NrxKtcrqtaney. 

02 

CA 

NSnSSAM2>95 

RecofEmenduioa 

]Pg27pMal 

CO’icalMD. PK;|nMdRED>at')p<io^^iMdiu26iBdMS 
OOanJ&mbl^l^Kaie Acceptable ritl; whik under^ty. No 
ditcr^aacy. 

1 

CA 

UPnb 3230-31 
PanA.l.{.7.3.fA 

REDFInr optk cahk pa tbnWipB i|a»ai}HKXM toUa^ ndu 
diatesBUtae blip Hit ladaig. UttMeabUpaiacadma^Hnadlr 
locfcad tpacea aanvle. mieroooia, (icX (bn patka of 

(faeetMetbaltMooBaiaediaaincu&kcenABL Tbit apace u (he 
cuaersinnarvindiscoorideTedaresirktadaita. Cotracted. 


TEMPEST W5 

Dqp«taetu dK Navy (DoN) btomadoa Acasam GA) AibHutuB 

M1L'STD-1B8-124B Cbaadiat Btodbif Shkldto^ tx CociiwnB Lcbi HatlTacdcal CoauBUBicMiew SynetBS 

Air Fofw MaSBa) 3>3M, Vduae 2, CoteaMiilcailoiiii aad btformoiaB EnauioB Sacurtty Cou mw i neu ung 
Reviev 
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U.t. Otp fil iw ni ql 


Unitta BtatM 

Cowt Outnl 


CoBswdv 

Mjfw n> rt LoflitOc* Ootwmn# 


rMk, VA Z38iMie9 


MEMORANDUM 



2241 

05.0098 

SEP 13 aos 


Reply to (tp>}) 

Attt oft Emesttne Cook 
(757)02S^I 


To; USCOCVASHON(WPB1308) 

Subj: VISUAL. TEMPEST INSPECTION SUMMARY OF USCOC VASHON (WPB 130S) 


Reft (5) DON lA PUB 3239*31 InfiRnoutioo Assunoce Shipboaitl Red/BladL liuttllatioa 
(b) NSnSSAM TEMPEST 2*95 Rcd^lsck bsiaUatioa OuidaMC 


1. ETC David Cooper and ET2 JemceBcBAett of ESD New Oricaoicoa^Kted BDutspectioD of 
the Secure Electrical hfinmatiaD Pi o <. i f i iiif^ SyAem (SCIPS) oidK>ard COC VASHON on 

n March2005. Theif^ectMD«aaoi»ductedasm|CBfedl9reftreacca(»)aod(b). Alialof 
discrepandei is noted m endomceO). 

2. Tfais$uininary|povideiafeoQrdoflheiiuta1latiooBtibalnneoflnq>ectioiL &Mlo«ire(2) 
provides die bMis for waiver statements in eoclosorof IX MotEficmkaiamdiaiigesmibeS^S 

not be made without (be approval of TISCOM (Ud*3d) or MLCA. 

3. This summary ahdl be mamed in the imh'sSEPS (TEMPEST) docamartatiM6le. 

# 


Enclosures: (1) Visual Tempest Inspection Report 

<2) T1SCOM 0sd*3b) Memo 2241 on2 Jui OS 

Copy; C0MDT(C0*6.0*DPM*3) 

LANTAREA 
nSCOM (i8d>3b) 

ESU New Orleans 
ESD New Orleans 
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Vlwal TEMPEST lospectiai Summuy 


The eNire Secure Electrical InfiNinaiion Processing Syston was inspected. 

list of ^aces wHh secure processiog equipment by (he visual TEMPEST 

inspector. 

1. Radio Rocnn 

2. StateRiOOca 
Bridge 

IMsciepaiicy form le^eeo^ 

Column A: Sentential discrqpaney mnber 
Cohnnn B: 

SF CMiection of dudiacrepaney is widun foe capability of ihlffo force. 

SPC ConrecliOBoffoefoacnptDeywaaocaqrfetadbyihipaloieeinorlD 
corapletioo of in^ectkni visit 

lA Infocalm foci foe aasistaaeeofaBuidiaifialaciivtty is probably lequred to 

properly correct foe discrepaacy. 

lAC Iridicatesfoat an induainai activity oonected foe diaotpaney. 

SA fndicatei foil foe — of a support activity is psotaMy required to 
properiy correct the discrqaaey. 

SAC Indkiteifo^ a suppoii activity cocrectcd foe dbctcpsney. 

CotumnC: DocumartRcforeiice to efoich foe instaUatioo does not oonfonii. 

Narrative; Atffiefdesccipdottofthedtacnpancyfound. 


P^'CLOSURE(n 
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Discrepancies and Corrective Action Report 


K Radio Room 2-29-2-Q 


A 

B 

c 

Hairative 

001 

WAIVED 

■^QIIIIIIHH 

Ibe (red) is closer than 1 M to black D7 power 

linen. Wah^asrestdtoflRsiiaBteaiedTeAon 
prototype. 

002 

WAIVED 

NSmSAM2'95 

Reel 

Puigtaph2A 

The pnDter<re^ altmg wMi Clssatfied LAH line ram 
ptraUei with IFF tmankter arteiro tine. Hure is no 
sepandkn of these linen. Waived as rcsoh of 
hMreincated Test on BrototvB*. 

003 

WAIVED 


Ibera IS IB 3<<neter Mfwation between printer (red) 
and IFF tranmUttcr. Waived wiesdt of lasmimcrtted 
Teat and IFF metH eodonBrai 


2. State Roonu l-16>Uiy|.l&.2.L 


A 

B 

C 

Narrative 

001 

WAIVED 

NSnSSAM 2-95 
Reel 

Paragn^2.A 

Noto2 

RED LAN Um is in saw dislnlnitiCHQ pSDNl 
wiA RF toauansrios Unea. Waived aa result of 
Instrameoted Test on prototype; 


3. Bridge 


A 

B 

c 

Narative 

001 

waived 

NSnSSAM ^95 
Reel 

Psra^aphlA 
Note 2 

RED LAN line la in same distiBwtion |Moet 
wHh RF tmisDiiaiai bnei. Waived aa icatdt of 
Instrumestted Teat on prototype. 
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U.t>. Ptyliinnl of 


Unft«d8tit«s 
Co«M Ouard 


Cenmnte 

Mi rtwwii * wfl Caw w a 

Aiade 




etrm«tmMJCo*9m9a* 


2241 

06.0042 



MAR >2 2D06 


Reply ip: (ip-i) 

Brneiluie Cook 
(737)626-4051 


Subj: VISUAL TEMPEST INSPECTION FOR U5CGC MANITOU (WPB 1302) 


Ref: (a) NSTESSAM TEMPEST ^95 Red/Btack InatilUtion Ouidioce 

(b) DON lA PUB 323^31 SUpbocxd RedAlKk hsltilatioo 
<c) COMDTCOQARDW8iUDgK^DC042i37ZMar04 


t. ITCKevuPriddy and ELC2 David Beaver ofESl) St. Louli conducted ■VuoilllBMBPEST 
IittpecOofi (VTl) of the Secure Electrkal Inforaadcn Ptoceathis Systou (Shirs) oaboard 
COC MANfTOU 00 23 Jamafy 2006. Tlie ioapectios was cooduacid ea tequbed byrcfereoces 
(a) and (b). A sunmery of minor diacfepanciei la lifted io cocloeuie (1). 


2. No aerioua TEMPEST hamda were ooted; ther ef or e you may coatinue oomd opemtoat. le 
icxionlaiice wHh felcrence (c), rfacr^mdes naft be co necled whhin 90 d^ Youdiould 
contact Ml. Brnesdoe Cook 10 schedi^ a fe-taupeedon. Thli saffimaiy also providea a record of 
thebtattiblionaidiedaieafioipeetkn. Modi&catknaorcbaoseatoiheSSPSaludlBOtbe 
made vnthom die afqnvd of TTSCOM 0*d-3b> or MLCA. 

3. TUa suifiroary and amendnaena to this Jtoittmary iK>il be retained la the cutier'a SEIPS 
TEMPEST documeataiioa fUe. 


Enclosure: (1) Visual TEMreSTlospedionSanuQary 

Copy; COMDT(CO-6) 

TISCOM <isd-3b) 

LANTAREA 
ESUSl Louis 
ESU New Orleans 
ESU Miami 
CGCMANTTOU 
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Visual TEM!%ST Knspectkm Suminary 
CGCMAfffTOU 

The Secure Electncal InfonnaikHi Proceutog System was inqncted. 

List of spaces with secure pro^ssing equipfotot inspected by the visual TEMPEST 
iospeccor 

1. Radio Room (Secure qwce) 

2 . State Romm ^ort & Starbosfd) 

3. Bridge 

Discrepancy form legend: 

Cohunn A: Setpieatial discrepancy luunber 
CoIunmB: 

SP Correctlmt of the discicpaiicy is within the cap^^liiy od ship's force. 

SPC Coeru^ka of die dlscrqraacy was cofiqdeied by ship* force prior lo 
cmnpletioD of laspectioa viriL 

lA Indkates that the asststance of la Industrial activity is pcobaMy required to 
properly correct the discrqniicy. 

lAC bdicaies that an mdostrial activi^ c o rre c ted the discrepancy. 

SA Indicates dial the astistaace of a luppon activior Is probably required to 

property correct die disciepaiicy. 

SAC Indkaces ih« a support acdviqr corrected the discrepancy. 

CA Indicat es that a Contractor aciivky is required lo correct the dis c iep ancy . 

Columo C; Document Reference to which the insudlatioa does not cmfamL 
Nsrrative: A brief description of the dscrepancy found. 


Enclosure (I) 
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Discrepancies and ConrecSve Action Report 

!. Radio Rcom {Seem Space) 2-29-2>Q: 


A 

B 

C 

Narrative 

001 

WAIVED 

HSnSSAM 

2-95 

Reel 

PaneraidilJ^ 

Red prLatef less than )M aepmtioii fnMii IFF 
ffaiainitter. 

002 

CA 

NSnSSAM 

2^ 

Reel 

PtngnphlA 
Note 2 

Qassilkd 1>N in same wire bnadie as black tipyd 
cabfoi. 

003 

UC 

Bl 

CoauDOTcial Televuio* cable eaterii^ a toemt 
■pace reqnkta oac of an ampMer/anam^of at the 
enny point of die space to piovide oae way filienng 
of dectronlc signals. Cocrecled. E^ierUinracfc. 

004 

WAIVED 


TV printer (red) ak)Og with Oasaified LAN Une 
non parallel wiA IFF anleiuka tine. TVitUno 
•epc^on tbeae lines. 

005 

WAIVED 

C2?B!10 

There if 00 1 meter aepan4io«bete«eD printer (ted) 
nod I^ traftsinitter RP caUe. 

006 

WAIVED 


There is 00 1 meter sepnmdoA between {uinter (red) 
and IFF traunouer blvk power line. 


2. State RooiDBi*16-l-L/l-l6-2'L; 


001 

CA 

NSnSSAM 2-95 
Reel 

Paragraph lA 
Noce2 

flaarifiiid LAN ttaea am ran whh BLACK wire 

Uaei (no 5 ceadimer sefwndoo). 

002 

CA 

NST1SSAM2-9S 

Reel 

Paragraph 2.B 
Note2 

Oasaified LAN lines am ran with 120V AC power 
UiKs (no lepartfkm). 


CA 


Class LAN bos iocaled adjacent to BLACK LAN 
box. 
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3. Bridge 03-144)1: 


001 

CA 

NSTISSAM2-95 

Reel 

Paragraph 1. A A 

B 

lUEDprocecsorleasthtui 1 meter fosca BLACK power 
1^ and BLACK eqtripmesL KITE'} bandiet 
(2 each) physically cannot separwe the Unes. KirE-l 

B an iategr^ remote hand set for RED and BLACK 
eouipoieDt. 

002 

CA 

NSnSSAM 2-95 

Reel 

Panucraph 1. A 

lisa than 1 oietert^acpainticm between RED 
processor and BLACK equipiamK on STBD tide. 

003 

CA 

NST1SSAM2^ 

Reel 

ParaKiipItl.B 

Leaadiaa 1 m^c^sc^rataiirabetweeiiRED 
pneetaor and BLACK wire lines on STBD side. 

m 

CA 

NSTISSAM2-9S 

Reel 

FnxrwIilA 

Leas than 1 metoc^sepaialion between RED 
piDceator and BLACK power 00 STBD 

005 

CA 

NSTIS5AM2'95 

Reel 

PBrasranb 2. B 

Lent than S eentiinemn of aeparatios betweoi RED 
wire line and BLACK whe line on STBD tide. 


TcscimoDy of Janies M. Atkinson, President and Sr. Engineer, Granite Island Group 
Before tkc House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructnrc 
U.S. Coast Guard Budget and Oversight Hearing, April IS, 2(HI7 


167 ones 



318 


Mr. Mark Rup(»'ech 1 
Code 70B/X3I50 
13 APR 07 

Issue : Request for clarification on COTF 27 APR 05 Letter Update of the 123 Pool Patrol Boat 
Operation^ Assessment Analysis (OAA) of 29 SEP 04. £*mail from LCDR Shue requesting 
ciarifi cation. 

Background : At the request of the USCQ (COMDTCOOARD 101705Z MAR05X COMOPTEVFOR 
provided an i^>dale to the initial OAA that reviewed 20 issues assessed as greatest risk to a successful 
Operttional Evaluation. The update was conducted b^ween 1 1 Mvch and 5 April 2005. It was based 
upon underway observaticms of USCGC MATAGORDA and USCGC PADRE as well as visits to 
USCG Sector Key and cutters METOMPKfN and NUNIVAK in port. 

Discussion : Paragraph 1.4 of theOAA Update Mafhx focused onthe installation of equipment, 
software, and certifications required for (he exchange of the Common Operational Picture (COP) in a 
secure environment The Navy’s SPAWARSYSCOM evaluates whether Naval^Coasl Guard systems 
meet the minimum requirements h> coimect to DOD classified networks. The USCG designated 
authority then uses Oial information in determining whether to issue an Interim Audionty to Operate 
(lATO). An lATO is granted when tuBicient measures have been taken to prevent unMithorized access 
toaC4 system. This Is based on the cumulrtive result of physical equipment inrtallations, required 
inspections (e.g. TEMPEST, Communications Security (COMSECX etc.X doctrine, documentation, 
functionality, and training. At the time of the updrte, several positive events were noted. TEMPEST 
discrepancies (bonding and cabling) and COMSEC disoepancies (classified space physical access) were 
corrected in USCGC MATAGORDA In addition, the requisite software bad been loaded. However, 
there were unresolved installation discrepancies which precluded a SPAWARSYSCOM 
recommendation for USCG (CG‘62) to release an lATQ. Without the lATO, cutlers were not 
authorized to transmit and receive classified information, significantly limiting their participation in 
USCG tactical operations. 

The comments in paragraph 1. 10 pertaui to (he Connectivity Critical Operational Issue (COl) (the ability 
to send data to/from the cutler). The cutter’s ability to obtain salisfaclory TEMPEST inspection reports 
and COMSEC certifications was a significant milestone. A satisfactory TEMPEST report is granted by 
an accredited TEMPEST inspector when sufficient physical measures (equipment positioning and 
protection) are taken to (revent unauthorized electronic emanations. 

The corrections made in MATAGORDA were reported as instaited in the follow'oo cutters (PADRE 
and METOMPKfN) via USCG message traffic and email leading COMOPTEVFOR to observe that (he 
remaining cuttere should be capable of meeting the standards. In spite of this progress, physical 
connectivity was still assessed as high risk, based upon the inability to establish and maintain classified 
twO'Vray d^ exchanges with other USCG and Naval vessels. 

Recommendation : None. For Information Only. 


Testimony of James M. Atkioson, Prcsidcat and Sr. Engineer, Granite Island Group 
Before the House Committee on TransportatioR and Eofrastrueture 
U.S. Coast Guard Budget and Oversight Hearing, April IS, 2907 
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Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica, distinguished members of the Committee: I am pleased to 
appear before you today to discuss the Deepwater program. In particular, I appreciate the opportunity to 
outline how we are positioning ourselves to move forward to better meet your expectations and to 
deliver much-needed assets to sustain Coast Guard operations well into the 21'* century. 

First and foremost, as Deepwater’s Program Executive Officer, 1 would like to establish that my 
overarching goal-and the top capital priority for the Coast Guard-is the modernization and 
recapitalization of our aging fleet of cutters, aircraft and sensors. Our ability to save lives, interdict 
drugs and alien smugglers, and protect ports, waterways and natural resources depends on our successful 
accomplishment of that goal. We must get this right and I echo the commitment of our Commandant, 
Admiral Allen, to do just that. 

Moreover, I am truly grateful for all that this committee has done to bring attention to our challenges. 
Your continuing interest in Deepwater has served as a catalyst for the kind of real change needed to 
promote sound stewardship and effective program management at all levels. 

Looking Forward 

Yesterday, I completed my first year at the helm of this largest acquisition program in Coast Guard 
history. Undoubtedly, we’ve faced our share of challenges these past 12 months and it would be easy to 
dwell on whaf s gone wrong. It would be easy — but it wouldn’t be fair. As you have just heard from 
those who preceded me at this table, we have indeed learned some lessons the hard way. But 1 assure 
you that education has not been wasted. As a result of those lessons learned and with the full support of 
the Commandant and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), we are taking action every day to 
strengthen program management and execution and to ensure mistakes like those made with the 123- 
foot patrol boats will not be repeated. 

While acknowledging that there remains room for improvement, 1 hope we won’t overlook some 
significant recent accomplishments. Deepwater assets are in the fleet today, contributing to the 
successful execution of an array of Coast Guard missions. As of the end of March, all air stations with 
HH-65 Dolphin helicopters are now flying the “C” model with new Turbomeca Arriel 2C2 engines and 
upgraded gearboxes, installed as part of our legacy asset modernization program. With a 40 percent 
power increase and greater reliability, the HH-65C has re-established itself as a workhorse of our 
helicopter fleet. 

Also in late March, the crew of CGC SHERMAN made use of Deepwater-enhanced command and 
control capabilities while seizing more than 42,000 tons of cocaine from the Motor Vessel OATUN off 
the coast of Panama, The SHERMAN’s commanding officer noted that this largest bust in Coast Guard 
history would not have been possible before the service’s high- and medium-endurance cutters were 
equipped with upgraded tracking capabilities and the ability to communicate securely over great 
distances. 

This is an exciting time, with two National Security Cutters (NSC) under construction in Mississippi and 
HC-144A maritime patrol aircraft Nos. 1 and 2 — the first new aviation assets acquired under 
Deepwater — being missionized at the Aviation Rqiair & Supply Center in North Carolina Aircraft No. 
3 is expected to be delivered for missionization later this year and Nos. 4 and 5 are already in 
production. Aircraft Nos, 4 and 5 were contracted for in January 2007 at a cost of approx. $34.89 million 
per aircraft. Earlier this month, we put aircraft Nos. 6 thru 8 on contract, at a price of approx. $33.99 
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million per aircraft. This is a cost reduction of almost $900,000 per aircraft between Nos. 4 and 5 and 
Nos. 6 thru 8. These are but a few examples of the program’s forward momentum. 

Room for Reflection 

As I indicated earlier, we are committed to benefiting from lessons learned. Obviously, we are very 
disappointed with the 123-foot patrol boats. The conversion of these cutters was planned as a bridging 
strategy until we could deliver the more capable Fast Response Cutter (FRC). The decision to proceed 
with these conversions was based on consideration of limited resources, a growing gap in patrol boat 
hours, and identified risk associated with the conversion design. At the time, the conversion was seen as 
the lowest risk option given available resources and operational requirements. 

But, as has been discussed in detail before this Committee, early hull deformation led the Coast Guard to 
re-examine the plan for the 123-foot patrol boats and halt conversions in May 2005 at just eight hulls, 
instead of 46 as originally planned. When repeated efforts to repair the hulls proved unsuccessful and 
even more significant structural problems surfaced. Admiral Allen last November suspended operation 
of the cutters until a comprehensive engineering solution was identified. 1 commit to you today, as the 
Program Executive Officer for Deepwater, that the type of design and structural program management 
decisions that occurred with the 123-foot patrol boats will not happen with future Deepwater assets. 

1 want to clearly state that the decision to suspend operation of these boats was in no way related to 
C41SR (Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance) or topside equipment issues. Rather, the decision was based entirely on ongoing 
stnictural problems. 

That notwithstanding, clarifying and addressing issues with C4ISR and topside equipment on the cutters 
is of utmost concern to us. I appreciate the cooperative relationship we’ve had with the Department of 
Homeland Security Inspector General as his office has looked at these issues. We've benefited from his 
staffs frank assessments. We’re actively addressing both of these areas to ensure the National Security 
Cutter does not experience the same problems. 

We faced significant staffing challenges throughout the 123-foot conversion project. The Coast Guard 
had only one person working in the Program Manager’s Representative Office (PMRO) overseeing the 
contractor at the shipyard when the first 1 10-foot patrol boat was delivered for conversion. By the time 
the stop work order was issued after conversion of the eighth boat, the staff had grown to a still-slim 
total of seven members. These personnel are essential to a successfully run program, because they 
provide on-site technical and contract oversight throughout the construction process. 

Moving Beyond 

As the Deepwater program has evolved, we have reinvigorated our workforce planning process and 
continue the effort to increase staff to the appropriate level. I appreciate this Com mittee acting to 
authorize additional billets for this endeavor. As a direct result of these efforts, the Coast Guard will 
have 52 full-time government personnel at our Gulf Coast PMRO by the end of this fiscal year. The 
Navy’s Supervisor of Shipbuilding Office (SUPSHIP) also assigned 12 people to our PMRO in 
Pascagoula, Miss., where they are supporting construction of the NSC at Northrop Grumman Ship 
Systems. During a trip to Pascagoula last week, I had a chance to visit with many of these acquisition 
and technical professionals and I am confident their active oversight of contractor performance during 
NSC construction will pay dividends. 
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Contractor requests demand intense scrutiny from the government prior to any action being taken; to 
facilitate this, we’ve developed a new Class I Engineering Change Proposal (ECP)/Request for 
Deviation (RFD)/Request for Waiver (RFW) review process. This process requires that, prior to 
implementation; each ECP/RFD/REW is reviewed in detail by a board of technical experts and 
contracting officers, based on pre-determined guidelines. It also mandates thorough documentation of 
each contractor request, the formal review process, and decision of the Coast Guard in regard to each 
request. This will facilitate timely and consistent handling of each ECP/RFD/RFW. 

The Coast Guard will use the American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) to certify Deepwater equipment and 
vessels accotding to High Speed Naval Craft (HSNC) rules. Specifically, the Coast Guard is working 
with industry to maximize the use of HSNC standards for our surface assets. By implementing this 
certification expectation, we can ensure that equipment and assets meet requirements and that standards 
are enforced consistently. There is a growing market today for external rules and standards bodies, and 
we’ll use those rules and bodies to assist with certification in the future. But, the government needs to 
be the final arbiter of those standards. 

1 would like to spend just a moment addressing the issue of TEMPEST certification for secure 
communications onboard our cutters. I know that a lot has been said here and elsewhere about this topic, 
so I want to be very clear in stating that the TEMPEST certification process for the 123-foot patrol boats 
was consistent with Space and Naval Warfare Systems Center (SPA WAR) and National Security 
Agency (NSA) standards. The testing protocol included both visual and instrumented assessments, 
among other activities, and did what it’s designed to do; that is, it identified system or equipment 
discrepancies which were then corrected or mitigated prior to receipt of the Authority to Operate (ATO). 

This testing, conducted during the evaluation period for our vessels and by independent, certified experts 
outside of Deepwater, ensures that national security is not compromised. I assure you that at no time did 
our i23-foot patrol boats engage in mission operations without first successfully completing 
standardized testing. I have directed adherence to the same rigorous testing protocols in certifying 
systems aboard the National Security Cutter and any discrepancies will be resolved prior to its entering 
active service. 

Leading Change 

The lessons we have learned through our experience with the 123-foot patrol boats are being applied 
across the program. In fact, these lessons ate improving acquisition management throughout the Coast 
Guard. 

The role of the Coast Guard’s technical authority has been reaffirmed and the dynamic relationship 
between the technical authority and acquisition programs has been strengthened. This means that for all 
vessel designs and design changes, the Coast Guard will not proceed with contract award or contract 
changes without agreement from the technical authority. Fatigue enhancements to the National Security 
Cutter are an illustration of this constructive relationship. While contractors follow direction from 
program and contracting officers, those officers don’t give direction until first consulting and reaching 
agreement with the Coast Guard technical authority. 

We’ve also talked a lot in recent months about the effectiveness of Integrated Product Teams (IPTs). 
These teams can serve a useful fimction by enabling regular oversight of the contractor and providing an 
avenue for resolution of non-major technical concerns or, where concerns persist, an avenue for them to 
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be raised to program managers and contracting officers. Our IPTs were previously chaired by Integrated 
Coast Guard Systems (ICGS) and haven’t always functioned as envisioned. That needed to change. So, 
based on direction to all program managers, each IPT is now led by a government employee and IPT 
charters are being examined to determine if/where additional changes should be made. 

The complexity of the Deepwater program and the diverse missions of planned assets makes design 
review a crucial element of the successful execution of this program. To ensure that designs and assets 
will meet Coast Guard needs, we have increased our use of independent, third-party review and analysis 
for all new starts or substantial design changes. Inherent in this initiative is a renewed commitment to 
utilize business case analysis for all new acquisition decisions to instill confidence that we are building 
and buying the right tools for our Coast Guard men and women and at best value for taxpayers. 

Of particular note, we recently contracted with the Defense Acquisition University (DAU) to conduct a 
“quick-look” review of Deepwater to examine the program's key management and technical processes, 
performance-based acquisition strategy, organizational structure and our contract with ICGS that is 
supported by a partnering agreement. The Coast Guard’s Research and Development Center has also 
completed a study of the planned Deepwater Vertical-Launch Unmanned Aerial Vehicle; in the study’s 
second phase, we are re-examining the way ahead for unmarmed vehicles based on recommendations 
from that analysis. And, we’ve initiated an independent review of workload and workforce management 
issues. Based on findings and recommendations from these and other independent reviews, we will 
make “course corrections” where needed in order to guarantee successful execution of the Deepwater 
program. 

Based on our ongoing and positive relationship with the Naval Sea and Air Systems Commands, the 
Coast Guard’s preference is to keep these third party assessments within the goverrunent whenever 
possible. Specifically, NAVSEA’s Carderock Surface Warfare Center has provided us with valuable 
design reviews and recommendations. As funding allows, we will continue this excltange to the 
maximiun possible. 

In fact, the Coast Guard is leveraging sound principles of systems engineering and integration to derive 
high levels of sub-system and component commonality, improve interoperability with the U.S. Navy and 
other agencies, and achieve significant cost avoidances and savings. This approach conforms with and 
directly supports the National Fleet Policy. 

Beginning in 2002, the Program Executive Officer of Deepwater formalized a collaborative partnership 
with his Navy and Marine Corps counterparts in order to identify common systems, technologies and 
processes for improved interoperability, By incorporating common and interoperable Navy systems into 
Deepwater assets, the Coast Guard has also avoided paying unnecessary costs. 

As examples, the National Security Cutter will use 75 percent of the Navy’s AEGIS Command and 
Decision System. Deepwater assets also will incorporate Navy Type/Navy Owned systems, including 
the 57-mm deck gun, selected for major Deepwater cutters and the Navy’s Littoral Combat Ship and 
DD(X) programs. The Operation Center Consoles on the NSC use 70 percent of the design of the 
Navy’s Display Systems (AN/UYQ-70). And, by using more than 23,000 lines of software code from 
the Navy’s Antisubmarine Warfare Improvement Program (AIP) in the CASA Maritime Patrol 
Aircraft’s command and control systems, we are maximizing the use of mission systems that are 
installed on more than 95 percent of the world’s maritime surveillance aircraft. The CASA Maritime 
Patrol Aircraft will utilize more than 50 percent of the functionality of the Navy’s P-3 AIP system. 
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Navy and Coast Guard personnel even train side-by-side at the Coast Guard’s training facility in 
Petaluma, California. 

A Consolidated Coast Guard Acquisition Directorate 

One of the most significant changes we are making in the Coast Guard’s acquisition community is 
bringing together all acquisition-related activities-traditional programs as well as system-of-system, 
policy, and research and development-under one organization. Consolidating our acquisition efforts 
will provide immediate benefits, including better allocation of human capital assets (such as contracting 
officers and acquisition professionals) along with an integrated “product line” approach to our 
management of acquisitions, thereby allowing projects to be handled by knowledgeable and experienced 
personnel with the same linkages to the technical authorities. 

Defense Acquisition University’s (DAU) Quick Look study report of the Deepwater program concluded 
that our recently developed Blueprint for Acquisition Reform plan, which outlines many of the change 
management efforts related here, “is comprehensive and responsive to the human capital, organization, 
process and governance related findings and recommendations.” 

Additional efforts are underway within Deepwater and the Coast Guard to develop more appropriate 
staffing in order to efficiently obligate program funding and to enable affordable and timely delivery of 
needed assets to the fleet. We’re reinvigorating our acquisition training and certification process to 
ensure that technical and support staff, program managers and contracting officers have the requisite 
skills and education needed to manage complex acquisitions. Our desired end state is to become the 
model for mid-sized federal agency acquisition and procurement, in full alignment with the Department 
of Homeland Security acquisition objectives. 

Other Insights from my First Year 

Some insights gained over the past year, and during the program's first five years, may not be as 
intuitive as the need to increase staffing or refine oversight processes. In that vein — and this has 
particular relevance to the 123-foot Patrol Boats — we must consider the ever-present tension between 
the trend in government agencies to seek to purchase Commercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS) equipment and 
the sometimes conflicting requirement to certify that equipment to federal agency standards. While 
COTS equipment is often less expensive, easier to buy and more available, it may not meet the 
sometimes very long list of federal agency performance requirements. The requirement on the 123-foot 
patrol boats for low-smoke cabling is one example of this challenge. If COTS equipment contains pre- 
fabricated circuitry that utilizes non-low smoke cables, the cost to modify that equipment can be very 
steep- not to mention schedule impacts from such modifications. Often, COTS equipment may even 
have components that meet certification standards but that lack manufacturer testing data to the needed 
level of specificity. So, program and contracting officers make decisions based on perceived risk. 

We’ve also learned a great deal about performance-based contracts, especially as they relate to complex 
acquisitions like a Coast Guard cutter. When Deepwater was developed it was envisioned as a purely 
perfonnance-based acquisition While there may be some elements of performance-based acquisition 
that we would wish to retain, we have concluded that our Deepwater ship contracts should be much 
more specification-based. That means the government has a responsibility to establish specifications, 
including certification requirements, and to not change them mid-stream without good cause. 
Requirements are dynamic and the need for detailed specification and constant collaboration and 
oversight from the government is intense. Based on this realization, we’re working with industry to 
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redefine future procedures and contract development to ensure more adequate, detailed specification and 
oversight. In fact. Admiral Allen recently signed a joint letter of strategic intent with the CEOs of 
Lockheed Martin and Northrop Gruimnan to encourage further alignment as we move toward the new 
award term. 

This leads me to a final, critical point-one which perhaps seems obvious on the face of it, but which has 
been brought home to me in more ways over the last 12 months than I can enumerate. The contract is 
the key to a successful acquisition. It’s while the contract is being developed and negotiated that Uie 
government maintains the greatest influence in the acquisition process. Granted, the government must 
always be heavily involved in contractor oversight to ensure that assets are designed, constructed and 
delivered to meet requirements. But, those requirements and specifications must be clearly established 
within the contract document. In fact, while the contract is the key to a successful acquisition - stable 
requirements are a key to a successful contract It is absolutely essential that the contract be precise. 
Specifications must be clear. Requirements must be documented. Construction parameters must be 
defined. Expectations must be understood. And swift and appropriate action must be taken to enforce 
contracts when contractor performance falls short of our expectations. 

In Summary 

All of the program management changes I have described are positioning the Coast Guard to take on 
more responsibility as the system integrator for the Deepwater program, and to be sound and effective 
stewards, regardless of who the integrator is. 

In conclusion, I want to assure you we are listening to concerns of the Inspector General, the 
Government Accountability Office, Congress, and this committee, and are benefiting from their 
recommendations. We’ve learned from our past and are making changes to successfully step out into the 
future. Open and honest dialogue between the Coast Guard and out stakeholders is essential and we’ll 
continue to advise you of challenges and successes, and to make additional changes where needed. 


This is an exciting time for the Coast Guard and for Deepwater. Our past challenges have made us 
stronger today. And the need for the assets Deepwater is providing has never been greater. I was 
convinced of that when, while touting a 110-foot Island Class patrol boat in Key West, the young 
commanding officer pointed across the pier to a 123-foot patrol boat and told me that what her crew 
really wanted was the C4ISR system installed on that cutter. Despite the hull buckling issues and 
operational restrictions, the crews of other Coast Guard cutters recognized the improved capabilities that 
its sensor package delivered and anxiously looked forward to utilizing those improved capabilities on 
their own ships. 

Together, we’re going to deliver those capabilities. We are making the changes necessary to propel the 
program to ultimate success and provide the critical cutters, aircraft and sensors needed to meet our 
dynamic mission requirements. We are all anxious for positive results. We are on the path to change 
and I am confident that it is the correct patli. 


Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. 1 am happy to answer any questions you may 
have. 
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Real- Admiral Gary Blore 
U S. Coast Guard Headquarters 
2100 2”^ Stieet, S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20593 

Dear Admiial Blote: 

On April 18, the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure held a heating on 
‘'Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract.” 

Attached are questions to answer for the heating record. I would appreciate receiving 
written responses to these questions no later titan May 9, 2007. Please send your responses to us at 
2165 Rayburn House Office Building. If you choose to send your responses by U.S. Mail, please 
also fax a copy to (202) 226-6012, to be sure that they are not delayed by the House mail screening 
process and that I receive them by the deadline. 

If you have additional questions, please contact Clay Foushee at (202) 226-4697. 


May 1,2007 

^ JaiiMfi W. <‘n»n II. Kpjml'lirjiir iiKr ij Si.ill 


OTaBtiington, SC 20515 Jofm l. Mm 

^(inking Ilcpukliiai! 






.mes L. Ober.sear, M.C. 
Chairman 

Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure 


Sincerely, 



Elijah £. Cummings 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Coa.si Guard 


and Maritime Transportation 


cc: The Honorable John L. Mica, Ranking Member 

The Honorable Steven C. LaToutette, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Coast Guard and 
Maritime Transportation 
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April 18, 2007 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Heating on 
Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract 

Questions from Chairman James L. Oberstar, and Coast Guard and Maritime 
Transportation Subcommittee Chairman, Elijah H. Cummings 

Rear Admiral Gary Blore 
U.S. Coast Guard 


Questions for the Record for Rear Admiral Blore 


1 . How many “Certified Tempest Testing Authorities” (CTTAs) ate curtendy on the CG 
payroll? Please provide their names. 

2. How many arc “acting” CTTAs. Please provide their names. 

3. Was Ronald Porter an “acting” CTTA at the time the Visual TEMPEST inspection was 
conducted on MATAGORDA in February 2004? 

4. How many CG assets were signed off or certified as TEMPEST-compliant by “acting” 
CTTAs? Which assets were signed off or certified as TEMPEST-compliant by an “acting” 
CITA? 

5. In the April 1 8 hearing, testimony was prepared based upon a review of 123 TEMPEST 
documents indicating that many of the non-TEMPEST-compliant items identified on the 

1 23s were given waivers and signed off as not posing a hazard. Vice Admiral Sullivan from 
NAVSEA stated in questioning that this was “highly unusual.” What is the CG’s position 
on his statement? 

6. The DD-250 Attachment C for Matagorda indicates that after delivery of a POAM and for 
development of design solutions to correct MATAGORDA TEMPEST discrepancies and 
installation of within scope designs, the contractor must “support ... a SPAWAR 
Instrumented TEMPEST Survey to validate correction of TEMPEST discrepancies.” 

a. Why did Attachment C indicate that a SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST Survey 
was required to validate correction of ‘fEMPEST discrepancies? 

b. When was the SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST Surt'ey performed on 
MATAGORDA or any other 123 for the specific purpose of validating corrections 
to the TEMPEST discrepancies identified in MATAGORDA? 

c. If a SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST survey was never performed on 
MATAGORDA or any other ship to validate the correction of TEMPEST 
discrepancies, why wasn’t it performed? 

7. According to the Coast Guard, MATAGORDA received ATO in January 2005. 
MATAGORDA was then one of four ships sent to the Navy’s OPTEVFOR unit in March 
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and April 2005. In explaining the observations during that second OAA, the Navy wrote in 
an email to the Committee the following comments: 

“TEMPEST di.screpancies (bonding and cabling) and COMSEC discrepancies (classified 
space physical access) were corrected in USCGC MATAGORDA. In addition, the requisite 
software had been loaded. However, there were unresolved installation discrepancies which 
precluded a SPAWARSYSCOM tecommendadon for USCG (CG-62) to release an lATO, 
Without the lATO, cutters were not authorized to transmit and receive classified 
infotmadon, significantly limidng their pardcipation in USCG taedcal operadons.” 

Tile Navy also wrote: 

“In spite of this progress, physical conneedvity was still assessed as high risk, based upon the 
inability to establish and maintain classified two-way data exchanges with other USCG and 
Naval vessels." 

a. Did the Coast Guard issue the MATAGORDA 's ATO even though discrepancies had 
precluded SPA WAR from recommending the release of an lATO? If so, why did Coast 
Guard issue the MATAGORDA’S ATO under this circumstance? 

b. Docs Coast Guard disagree with the Navy’s assessment that in Match/April 2005, the 
physical conneedvity of the communicadons systems on MATAGORDA were still 
“high risk?” If Coast Guard disagrees with this statement, on what ground does Coast 
Guard disagree? If Coast Guard agrees with this statement, why did Coast Guard issue 
the ATO for MATAGORDA in January 2005? 

c. Did MATAGORDA perform any missions during which the endte C4ISR was aedvated 
and transmitting and receiving classified informadon between January 1, 2005 and May 
1,2005? 

8. How often ace current assets (with ATO) rechecked for compliance with TEMPEST 
ccrdficadon standards? 

9. Docs normal in-service usage (“wear and teat”) and roudne maintenance (repair and 
replacement) of C4ISR systems pose a risk that systems previously certified as risk-free may 
post a TEMPEST hazard later? 

1 0. What is the current status or plan for TEMPEST testing on NSC Bertholf? When arc the 
visual and instrumented tests planned? 

1 1 . Wdl Navy SPA WAR play the same or a different role in TEMPEST testing for Beitholf and 
otlier NSCs? 


2 



329 


Question#; 

i 

Topic: 

CTTAs 

Hearing: 

Hearing on 

Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract 

Primary: 

The Honorable James L. Oberstar 

Committee: 

TRANSPORTATION (HOUSE) 


Question: How many “Certified Tempest Testing Authorities” (CTTAs) are currently on 
the CG payroll? Please provide their names. 

How many are “acting” CTTAs. Please provide their names. 

Was Ronald Porter an “acting” CTTA at the lime the Visual TEMPEST inspection was 
conducted on MATAGORDA in February 2004? 

How many CG assets were signed off or certified as TEMPEST-compiiant by “acting” 
CTTAs? Which assets were signed off or certified as TEMPEST-compiiant by an 
“acting” CTTA? 


Answer: 

The Coast Guard does not have anyone on payroll as a Certified Tempest Testing Authority 
(CTTA). Mr. Porter was the Coast Guard's TEMPEST Program Manager in February 
2004 when Visual TEMPEST inspection were conducted on the CGC MATAGORDA. 

Mr. Porter was never designated as an “acting” Certified Tempest Testing Authority 
(CTTA) as there is no such designation. Mr. Poner never signed off or certified as 
TEMPEST-compiiant any Coast Guard asset as a CTTA or acting CTTA. 
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Question#: 

2 

Topic: 

TEMPEST 

Hearing: 

Hearing on 

Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract 

Primary: 

The Honorable James L. CHjerstar 

Committee: 

TRANSPORTATION (HOUSE) 


Question: In the April 1 8 hearing, testimony was prepared based upon a review of 123 
TEMPEST documents indicating that many of the non-TEMPEST-compliant items 
identified on the 123s were given waivers and signed off as not posing a hazard. Vice 
Admiral Sullivan from NAVSEA stated in questioning that this was “highly unusual.” 
What is the CG’s position on his statement? 

Answer: 

According to the transcript. Admiral Sullivan did not state that the waivers were “highly 
unusual”. Admiral Sullivan’s testimony in response to the committee was that ‘It's not 
unheard of, but it’s not common.’ 

Admiral Sullivan, as a navy officer, has a slightly different perspective, specifically, navy 
ships are generally significantly larger than Coast Guard cutters. Many of the waivers for 
the 123 stem from the fact that those .smaller platforms can not meet all the physical 
separation requirements. 




331 


Question#: 

3 

Topic: 

Matagorda 

Hearing: 

Hearing on 

Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract 

Primary: 

The Honorable James L. Oberstar 

Commiuee: 

TRANSPORTATION (HOUSE) 


Question; The DD-250 Attachment C for Matagorda indicates that after delivery of a 
POAM and for development of design solutions to correct MATAGORDA TEMPEST 
discrepancies and installation of within scope designs, the contractor must ‘"support ... a 
SPA WAR Instrumented TEMPEST Survey to validate correction of TEMPEST 
discrepancies.” 

Why did Attachment C indicate that a SPA WAR Instrumented TEMPEST Survey was 
required to validate correction of TEMPEST discrepancies? 

When was the SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST Survey performed on MATAGORDA 
or any other 123 for the specific purpose of validating corrections to the TEMPEST 
discrepancies identified in MATAGORDA? 

If a SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST survey was never performed on MATAGORDA 
or any other ship to validate the correction of TEMPEST discrepancies, why wasn’t it 
performed? 

Answer: 

The DD-250 is a document designed to document delivery of a product, in this case an 
asset, to the service. The contract only required a cutter that was certifiable, not one that 
was certified. The statement that the MATAGORDA required an Instrumented TEMPEST 
Survey (ITS) vvas correct. It was accomplished between 16-23 February 2004. 
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Question#: 

4 

Topic: 

Matagorda ATO 

Hearing: 

Hearing on 

Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract 

Primary: 

The Honorable James L. Oberstar 

Committee: 

TRANSPORTATION (HOUSE) 


Question: According to the Coast Guard, MATAGORDA received ATO in January 
2005. MATAGORDA was then one of four ships sent to the Navy’s OPTEVFOR unit in 
March and April 2005. In explaining the observations during that second OAA, the Navy 
wrote in an email to the Committee the following comments: 

“TEMPEST discrepancies (bonding and cabling) and COMSEC discrepancies (classified 
space physical access) were corrected in USCGC MATAGORDA. In addition, the 
requisite software had been loaded. However, there were unresolved installation 
discrepancies which precluded a SPAWARSYSCOM recommendation for USCG (CG- 
62) to release an lATO. Without the lATO, cutters were not authorized to transmit and 
receive classified information, significantly limiting their participation in USCG tactical 
operations.” 

The Navy also wrote: 

“In spite of this progress, physical connectivity was still assessed as high risk, based upon 
the inability to establish and maintain classified two-way data exchanges with other 
USCG and Naval vessels.” 

Did the Coast Guard issue the MATAGORDA’S ATO even though discrepancies had 
precluded SPAWAR from recommending the release of an lATO? If so, why did Coast 
Guard issue the MATAGORDA’S ATO under this circumstance? 

Does Coast Guard disagree with the Navy’s assessment that in March/ April 2005, the 
physical connectivity of the communications systems on MATAGORDA were still “high 
risk?” If Coast Guard disagrees with this statement, on what ground does Coast Guard 
disagree? If Coast Guard agrees with this statement, why did Coast Guard issue the ATO 
for M.ATAGORDA in January 2005? 

Did MATAGORDA perform any missions during which the entire C4ISR was activated 
and transmitting and receiving classified information between January 1 , 2005 and May 
1,2005? 


Answer: 

TEMPEST certification is a separate and distinct process from the Operational Assessment 
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Question#: 

4 

Topic; 

Matagorda ATO 

Hearing: 

Hearing on 

Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract 

Primary: 

The Honorable James I.,. CHjerstar 

Committee; 

TRANSPORTATtON (HOUSE) 


Analysis (OAA) process conducted by OPTEVFOR, not a subset. While it is well within 
the scope of OPTEVFOR to predict via OAA what might happen during TEMPEST 
certification, those comments do not establish any restriction. MATAGORDA successfully 
passed the SPAWAR Instrumented TEMPEST survey, was TEMPEST certified and given 
Authority to Operate (ATO) on January I9'^ 2005. ATO is based on TEMPEST 
Certification and not on OAA. 

Classified information was not received or transmitted prior to ATO. After January 19*'’ 
2005, MATAGORDA carried out missions as assigned. 
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Question#: 

5 

Topic: 

Compliance 

Hearing: 

Hearing on 

Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard's Deepwater Contract 

Primary: 

The Honorable James L. Oberslar 

Committee: 

TRANSPORTATION (HOUSE) 


Question: How often are current assets (with ATO) rechecked for compliance with 
'FEMPEST certification standards? 

Answer: 

An Authority to Operate (ATO) lasts a maximum of three years. An asset is checked 
before that if there is a change in the Secure Electrical Information Processing System 
(SHIPS). Tliis includes the installation of a new system, replacement of ancillary 
equipment (RF transmitter), or repair or replacement of the existing Classified Information 
Processing System. 
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Question#: 

6 

Topic: 

C4ISR 

Hearing; 

Hearing on 

Compliance with the Requirements of the Coast Guard’s Deepwater Contract 

Primary: 

The Honorable James L. Oberstar 

Committee: 

TRANSPORTATION (HOUSE) 


Question; Does normal in-service usage (“wear and tear”) and routine maintenance 
(repair and replacement) of C4ISR systems pose a risk that systems previously certified 
as risk-free may post a TEMPEST hazard later? 

Answer: 

Any asset in motion has various forces working on it in a manner that can loosen bonding 
straps or cause wiring to chafe and fray. Equipment replacement and repair poses minimal 
risk as equipment generally must be TEMPEST certified before installation, and repairs 
bring the equipment to its original state. Periodic, preventive maintenance checks are 
designed and conducted to spot potential problems. 





336 


Question)^: 

7 

Topic; 

NSC Bertholf 

Hearing: 

Hearing on 

Compliance with the Requirements of the CoHsSt Guard’s Deepwater Contract 

Primary: 

The Honorable James I.. Oberslar 

Committee: 

TRANSPORTATION (HOUSE) 


Question: What is the current status or plan for TEMPEST testing on NSC Bertholf? 
When are the visual and instrumented tests planned? 

Will Navy SPAWAR play the same or a different role in TEMPEST testing for Bertholf 
and other NSCs? 


Answer: 

Based on the installation schedules and other timing factors, the Visual TEMPEST 
Inspection for NSCl will occur in June 2007. 

An Instrumented TEMPEST Survey is expected to be conducted in July 2007. The survey 
can not be interrupted by sea trials. It will be done at the shipyard in Pascagoula, MS. 

The date is subject to change based on NSCl being ready for the test. 

SPAWAR is scheduled to play the same role for the NSC as it did for the 123’ WPB. 
SPAWAR will, as a Certified TEMPEST Testing Authority, conduct the Instrumented 
TEMPEST Survey. It will, as is normal, survey only the prototype unless a significant 
configuration change occurs. 
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TESTIMONY of 
ROBERT K. BRADEN 
Before the 

COMMITTEE on TRANSPORTATION and INFRASTRUCTUE 
APRIL 18,2007 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. My name is Robert K. Braden. 1 have 
been an Engineer and Engineering Manager for over 40 years, including nearly 30 years 
service with Lockheed Martin and predecessors, Martin Marietta, RCA, and GE. 

My experience encompasses development of naval, air, space, and land-based advanced 
technology systems for the Department of Defense. I also have over a decade of 
commercial computer and communication experience including large-scale systems 
development, high volume computer system production, and Product Management of a 
line of secure terminals for classified customers. 1 am currently employed by Lockheed 
Marlin Corporation (LMCO) as Senior Technical Staff for the Processor and Digital 
System Design Center at Moorestown, New Jersey. In my management staff position, I 
am often expected to provide program and project leadership for a variety of contracts 
and internal R&D programs. 

In early 2003, I was requested to join the US Coast Guard (USCG) Deepwater program 
as Lead System Engineer (LSE) for the Communications Area Master Stations (CAMS) 
cfe Legacy Cutter program. The objective of this program was to provide enhanced 
satellite communications and C4ISR (Command, Control, Communications, Computers, 
Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance) systems for existing legacy Coast Guard 
(CG) assets. The CAMS/Legacy program included upgrades to both Atlantic and Pacific 
Coast CAMS locations (CAMSLANT and CAMSPAC). A major portion of this program 
included installation of upgrades and new capabilities for approximately 39 existing 
Coast Guard 210 foot, 270 foot, and 378 foot Legacy Cutters. These upgrades provided 
significantly improved satellite bandwidth for both land and ship assets, improved 
shipboard network infrastructure, expanded Secret communications capabilities, new 
capabilities for Automatic Identification Systems (AIS), and new law-marine radio 
equipment. The planned installations added 8-12 additional secure workstations for 
Officer and Crew access to the NAVY SIPRNET (Secret Internet Protocol Router 
Network). These improved SIPRNET links would provide the Legacy fleet with the 
ability to significantly improve coordination of law enforcement and Homeland Security 
actions with the LIS Navy and within the CG. 
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As LSE, my tasks included development of program plans, cost and manpower estimates, 
system design, equipment and software selection, selection of subcontractors, support of 
contract and subcontract negotiations, system implementation, integration and test, and 
physical installation and sell-off of the CAMS and Legacy assets. After completing a 
total re-plan of the program with my original Moorestown Program Manager, Mr. Tom 
Guerrasio, we submitted an aggressive, fixed-price proposal to the Coast Guard through 
the ICGS SIPO organization. Unfortunately, the CG Contracts office continued to extend 
negotiations to the end of the fiscal year, requiring LMCO to either stop work or 
independently fund the continued engineering and procurement of long lead material. 
Admirably, LMCO elected to support the aggressive Deepwater deployment objectives of 
Admiral Patrick Stillman, and provided several million dollars of internal “Risk Funding” 
to allow my team to obtain material, integrate the system, and prepare for the first 
installation of the CAMSLANT facility and the CG 270 foot Cutter, Northland, This was 
a full 2 to 3 months prior to the CG Contracts Office approving the contract funding. 

During this period I was engaged in intensive dialog with my CG Contracts Technical 
Representative (COTR), John Harris, with the CG ships integration personnel, and with 
the CG Telecommunications Security organization, TISCOM. The purpose of this dialog 
was to determine and negotiate all requirements for the CAMS/Legacy system 
installations and to support Certification and Accreditation (C&A) of the Secret 
SIPRNET communications. Our objective was to provide secure communications 
installations that could immediately achieve an Interim Authority To Operate (lATO) 
followed shortly thereafter with a full Authority To Operate (ATO). 

From the onset of my involvement with the Deepwater program, I was engaged in weekly 
Program Integration Team, or PIT, meetings involving all management of the Deepwater 
program within Moorestown. These mandatory weekly meetings covered all aspects of 
the program and included USCG represeniative(s) and generally included representatives 
from the Systems Integration Program Office (SIPO) of the Integrated Coast Guard 
Systems organization (ICGS). During these meetings, all asset program issues and' status 
were discussed. Topics regularly included status of the Systems-of-Systems activities, 
the CAMS/Legacy Cutter Upgrades, the 123 foot Cutter conversion program, and the Air 
Assets Upgrades. The purposes of these lengthy and w'ide-ranging meetings were to 
ensure coordination of various programs and maintain commonality among assets. 
Approximately once each month, the PIT meeting would expand to a full Deepwater 
program review with CG and ICGS management in attendance. On numerous occasions, 
I presented the design, installation, and security briefings to this audience to ensure 
concurrence with our CAMS/Legacy plans. 

As a result of the PIT meetings and other internal reviews, asset LSE’s would become 
aware of problems and issues faced by their counterparts. We would occasionally 
‘compare notes’ to determine if a common resolution was possible. On a number of 
occasions, I provided explicit definition of the design, process, and operational 
approaches utilized by my team to achieve compliance to our CAMS/Legacy asset 
requirements. Likewise, 1 received advice from other LSE’s. 



339 


Unfortunately, the aggressive pace of my own project and the structure of the Deepwater 
program often required that my team maintain focus on the successful resolution of our 
design issues. When I was unable to influence changes 1 felt may be needed, I would 
normally advise management. In every instance, I endeavored to convey the decisions 
made by my team to achieve requirements compliance and share the CAMS/Legacy 
design techniques for the benefit of the entire Deepwater program. 

In late August 2003, my team began upgrade of the CAMSLANT facility and installation 
of the first Deepwater sea-based asset, the CGC Northland. We completed these 
installations within one month, thereby establishing the milestone of the first successful 
asset delivery to the USGC Deepwater program. We followed this achievement with the 
successful installation of the Deepwater C4ISR suite aboard the CGC Tampa by year- 
end. The subsequent string of successful installations has been a continuing source of 
personal satisfaction for my original design and installation team personnel. I personally 
take pride in expeditiously and cost-effectively completing the first successful and 
compliant Deepwater installations in the history of the program. I continued to manage 
and guide the installation of the first nine 270 foot cutters, and developed the design and 
installation procedures for the remaining 210 foot and 378 foot cutters. In March 2004, 1 
was removed from the Deepwater program. 
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Statement 

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. 1 deeply appreciate your 
taking the time to hear testimony on the C41SR problems relating to the Deepwater effort. While 
1 will be highlighting the C41SR issues, I am sure you realize they are only examples of the 
systemic engineering and management problems associated with this effort. The problems I will 
be describing are not simply mistakes. They were informed deliberate acts. As I will show, 1 
have been trying to resolve these problems for almost 4 years. After not being able to convince 
every level of management of every relevant organization in Lockheed Martin through the CEO, 
Board of Directors and Integrated Coast Guard Systems (ICOS), I turned to the relevant 
government agencies, public officials, whistleblower organizations, and when all else failed the 
internet and the press, for help. What needs to be understood here is that every one of these 
problems was easily resolved with off the shelf products - well before any of the assets were 
delivered. Additionally, as the contract mandates system commonality, every one of these 
problems is a candidate for inclusion on every other maritime asset that ICGS delivers for the 
lifetime of the contract. This plan, if allowed to come to fruition, will literally cripple the entire 
maritime fleet of the US Coast Guard for decades. 

Before delving in to the issues 1 would like tell you a little about my background. 

I was an electronics technician in the US Navy for 6 years. I specialized in communication 
systems. After my enlistment ended 1 spent a brief time in the private sector before 1 Joined the 
US State Department as a communications engineer for embassy and consular duties as well for 
the counter terrorism group. After leaving that organization, I became a systems engineer in 
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Lockheed Martin. Through the years I was promoted to project, program and engineering 
manager. During my last 5 years 1 was the software project manager for Aegis Baseline 6/3, the 
lead systems engineer of C4ISR for Deepwater and the software engineering manager for the 
NORAD efforts. It is the period where I held the C41SR lead systems engineer position that is 
the focus of this testimony. 

At the point 1 joined the effort - in the summer of 2003 - the final design review had been 
completed and most of the equipment had been purchased for the first several boats. In addition 
to creating a master schedule, I was tasked with identifying the final deliverable requirements 
and planning the integration of the first boats. It was during this period that several critical 
safety and security issues came to my attention. 

The first problem was the fact that we had purchased non-weatherproof radios for the Short 
Range Prosecutors or SRPs. The boats are small open air craft that are constantly exposed to the 
environment. Upon first hearing about this issue, I have to admit, I found it too incredible to 
believe. Who would put a non-weatherproof radio, the primary means of communication for the 
crew, on a boat with no protection from the elements? The individual who brought this to my 
strongly suggested 1 look in to it no matter how incredible it sounded. I called the supplier of the 
radio who informed me it was true. We had purchased 4 radios - for the first 4 SRPs - and they 
were not weatherproof. As a matter of fact, the vendor asked me not to use the radios on any of 
the SRPs - which would eventually total 91 in all. Upon informing Lockheed management that 
the radios need to be replaced, I was told there was a “design of record” - this meant the 
customer had accepted our designs at the conclusion of the critical design review - and that we 
would make no changes that would cause cost or schedule impacts. As a matter of fact, we 
ordered 5 more radios after I went to management about the problem in order to prepare for the 
next set of boats we were contracted to modify. I tried for several months to get the radios 
replaced. Just before delivery of the first 123 and its associated SRP, the customer asked to test 
the system. Coincidently, it rained on test day. During the testing several radios shorted out. It 
should be noted that had we not tested the boats in the rain on that day we would have delivered 
that system and it would have failed the first time it was used. After this, I was told we would go 
back to the radio that oiiginally came with the SRPs. I believe that this example, more than any 
other, demonstrates the lengths the ICGS parties were willing to go to hold schedule and budget 
while sacrificing the safety and security of the crew. 
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The next problem uncovered involved the video surveillance system. The Coast Guard wanted a 
system that would permit watching the boats, when in a Coast Guard port, without someone 
having to be physically on the boats. Our solution was to provide a video surveillance system 
that had significant blind spots leaving the bridge vulnerable to penetration. The most frustrating 
part about this issue was that the simple purchase and installation of a fifth camera would have 
resolved the problem. Bear in mind we knew about the need for the extra camera several months 
before the first 123 was delivered. 

Another problem we discovered involved low smoke cables. There was a requirement to install 
low smoke cables so that in case of a fire flames do not spread quickly, equipment is not overly 
exposed to corrosive smoke, and the crew is not exposed to a large amount of toxic fumes. In a 
recent report the Inspector General for the Department of Homeland Security confirmed that 
over 80 of these cables are the wrong type and that the waiver the Coast Guard gave to the 
contractor so they could avoid having to provide these cables was invalid. 

The next issue involved communications security and the standards necessary to ensure those 
communications are safeguarded from eavesdropping or inadvertent transmission of crosstalk. 
These standards are known as TEMPEST. We installed non-shielded cables - 1 01 in total - on 
all of the 123s; cables that did not meet standard TEMPEST safety and security requirements - 
as bom out by their failing of the visual inspection which was carried out by the appropriate 
testing authority. This situation could lead to a serious compromise of secure communications 
not only for the Coast Guard but for other government organizations such as DoD, the FBI and 
the DBA. I was informed that we had not included these cables in the design because we had not 
bid the TEMPEST requirements and as such had decided we did not have the money to include 
them. 

The final significant problem was that of the survivability of the externally mounted equipment. 

I saved this one for last because of how serious the repercussions are for the Coast Guard and the 
nation, the fact that the DHS IG agreed completely with my allegations relative to this issue, the 
incredible position Lockheed Martin has taken on this issue, and the fact that the Coast Guard 
seems to be allowing them to get away with it. Shortly before the first 123 was delivered we 
finally received the environmental requirements. During the late review of the equipment for 
compliance, well after the design review and purchase of the equipment, we found the very first 
item we looked in to would not meet the environmental requirements. Given this failure we 
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feared the rest of the equipment may not meet the environmental requirements. Let me state this 
in simple terms. This meant the Coast Guard ships that utilized this equipment would not 
operate in conditions that could include heavy rain, heavy seas, high winds and extreme 
temperatures. When I brought this information to Lockheed management, they directed me and 
my team to stop looking in to whether or not the rest of the equipment met these requirements. 
This meant that all of the externally mounted equipment being used for critical communication, 
command and control and navigation systems might fail in harsh environments. Since that time 
we have learned through the DHS IG report on the 123s that 30 items on the 123s, and at least a 
dozen items installed on the SRPs did meet environmental requirements. In addition to their 
technical and contractual findings, the IG also made some of Lockheed Martin’s responses on 
this issue known in the report. Incredibly the IG states that Lockheed Martin incorrectly stated 
in their self-certification documents that there were no applicable requirements stipulating what 
the environmental requirements were in regard to weather and they actually stated that they 
viewed the certification of those requirements as “not really beneficial”, In addition, the IG 
states that the Coast Guard did not know the boats were non-compliant until July of 2005 ~ 1 .5 
years after the first 123 delivered. The report also states that none of these problems were fixed. 
Not on any of the delivered 8 boats. That along with the issue not being called out in the DD- 
250 acceptance documents supports my supposition that Lockheed Martin purposefully withheld 
this information from the Coast Guard. Finally, the IG states that Lockheed’s position on them 
passing the self-certification without testing these items was the right thing to do because they 
thought the tests would be “time consuming, expensive and of limited value”. Bear in mind that 
the contractors have stated time and time again in front of this and other oversight committees 
that they do not practice self-certification. 

Where does this situation leave us? Had the hulls not cracked or the cracks not appeared for 
some time, ICGS would have delivered 49 123s and 91 SRPs with the problems 1 describe. In 
addition to that, the Deepwater project is a “System of Systems” effort. What this means is that 
the contractor is directed to deliver solutions that would provide common equipment sets for all 
C41SR systems. Said differently, all the equipments for like systems need to match unless there 
is an overwhelming reason not to. This means that every faulty system I have described here 
will be installed on every other maritime asset delivered over the lifetime of the effort. This 
includes the FRCs, the OPCs and the NSCs. If we don’t stop this from happening ICGS will 
deliver assets with these and other problems. I believe this could cripple the effectiveness of the 
Coast Guard and their ability to perform their missions for decades to come. 
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How have the ICGS parties reacted to the totality of these allegations? At first Lockheed and the 
US Coast Guard, as stated by the ICGS organization, responded to my allegations by saying they 
were baseless, had no merit, or that all of the issues were handled contractually. That evolved 
after the IG report came out to them stating that the requirements had grey areas and later by 
actually deciding, after the system were accepted and problems were found, that in some cases 
the Coast Guard exaggerated their needs - as was their comment regarding the environmental 
survivability problems. 

I have heard a lot of talk about changing the ICGS contract structure, fixing the requirements, 
reorganizing the Coast Guard, and adding more oversight. While all of those things are 
beneficial, they in no way solve the root problem. Had the ICGS listened to the Engineering 
Logistics Center (ELC) and my recommendations, there would be no problems on these boats. 
We wouldn’t be talking about more oversight or making sweeping changes. Instead, we would 
be discussing what a model program Deepwater is. I guarantee you that had the changes that are 
being made or suggested now been in place 4 or 5 years ago, it wouldn’t have mattered. Even 
with the incestuous ICGS anangement, the less than perfect requirements, and minimal 
oversight, there was plenty of structure in place and information available to do the right thing. 

It is not practical to think one can provide an iron clad set of requirements and an associated 
contract that will avoid all problems. All that was needed were leaders who were competent and 
ethical in any one of the key contractor or Coast Guard positions. Any one of dozens of people 
could have simply done the right thing on this effort and changed the course of events that 
followed. It is because of this that I strongly suggest your focus shift to one of accountability in 
an effort to provide a deterrent. No matter what structure these parties put in place. No matter 
what spin they come up with, or promises they make, no matter how many people you spend tax 
payer dollars to employ to provide more oversight, it still comes down to people. We wouldn’t 
need more oversight if the ICGS parties would have done as promised when they bid this effort. 
They told the Coast Guard we know you have a lack of personnel with the right skills. Let us 
help you. Let us be your trusted agent. Let us help write the requirements so we can provide 
you cutting edge solutions. Let us write the test procedures and self-certify so we can meet the 
challenges we all face in a post 9/1 1 world. In the end, people have to do the right thing and 
know that when they don’t the consequences will be swift and appropriate. 1 strongly believe 
that, especially in a time of war, the conduct of these organizations has been appalling. As such, 

I would hope that this committee, and any other relevant agency with jurisdiction, will do the 
right thing and hold people and these organizations accountable. All defense contractors and 
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employees of the government need to know that high ethical standards are not matters of 
convenience. If you do not hold these people and organizations accountable, you will simply be 
repackaging the same problems, and have no way of ensuring the problems don’t happen again 
on this or any other effort. 

In closing 1 am offering to help in any way I can to remedy these issues. As 1 told the 
Commandant Allen’s staff and Lockheed Martin before my employment was terminated, 1 want 
to be part of the fix. With the right people in place, in the right positions, this project can be put 
back on track rapidly. 

I believe it at this time that we will be putting up for display the timeline of events relative to my 
notifications of the appropriate leadership within Lockheed Martin. Before 1 start that final part 
of my presentation, 1 would like to thank you again for the opportimity to testify and look 
forward to answering your questions. 
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LM Notification Timeline 


Person 

Dale Notified Position 




Mgr SW PM- 


Larry 

functional 

10/13/2003 

Finnegan 

manager 


Jay 

Acting Tech 

12/16/2003 

Hansen 

Director 


1/7/2004 PJ Messer 

Surface Asset 
Lead 

Larry 

Mgr SW PM- 
functional 

Finnegan 

manager 

Jack Ryan 

Director SW 
Org - Larry's 
manager 

Joe Villani 

DW Chief 

Eng 

Jay 

Acting Dir 

Hansen 

Tech Ops 

Brian 

McLaverty 

123 DW PM 

Patrick 

DW Dep PM 

Ewing 

Director 

Tom 

DWPM 

Rodgers 

Director 

Doug 

Wilhelm 

DWPM 

Dave 

DW Former 

Ponticello 

Chief Eng 


Larry 

Mgr SW PM 
functional 

Finnegan 

manager 


Data 

Informed Larry that the program 
was in a chaotic state - 
deliverable requirements not 
known/accepted for Inc 0, 
layering partial solutions on top 
of each other, were rushing 
toward install on the Matagorda 
and we purchased non- 
waterproof radios for SRP. Also 
informed Larry that I had raised 
the issues with Tom Rodgers 

Asked for a meeting to discuss 
the issues 

Asked for reassignment to 
another effort if management 
was not going to do the right 
thing - technically and ethically. 
Issues mentioned were - 
Cameras - Low Smoke cables - 
TEMPEST and Non-Waterproof 
Radio Note-Ext Equipment 
Survivability Issue had not been 
raised yet 


Informed Larry that DW 
management was not keeping 
it's deal to fix the problems 
(preferred) or let me provide 
comments for the DD-250s 
before delivery of the 
Matagorda. 


Title 


123 Headed Down the 
Wrong Road 

Requesting a private 
one-on-one 


Requesting 

Reassignment 


123- BT Complete/DD- 
250before issues 
resolved 
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2/9/2004 

Joe 

Cappello 

DWQALead 

Asked fca' a meeting with 

Michael Cerrone - QA Director - 
this eventually lead to QA VP 
Yvonne Hodge getting involved 
and calling the org VP Carl 
Bannar on 2/12/2004 - 1 told 

Carl 1 wanted to give Jay 

Hansen one more shot before 1 
went to see him 

DW Engineering 
Concerns 

2/1 1/2004 

Larry 

Finnegan 

Mgr SW PM- 
fu notional 
manager 

Still no resolution on issues. 

Email with associated document 
called DW Issues 

Still No Commitment 
from PMO on Issues 

2/18/2004 

Carl 

Bannar 

VP 

Requested a meeting with Carl 
to ask for issues to be fixed. 

Carl promised issues would be 
addressed either through fixes 
or on DD-250. Said he would 
direct Chief Eng Joe Villani to 
meet with me 

Request Meeting 

2/24/2004 

Joe Villani 

DW Chief 

Eng 

Chief Eng Joe Villani asking to 
meet with me after Cart Bannar 
directed him to (Note that Villani 
says he has heard about the 
Issues but wants to hear from 
me directly. Villani had refused 
every attempt for me to meet 
with him on these issues prior to 
this. That included several in 
person requests and telephone 
calls over at least a months 
period) 

Issues to be resolved 
on 123 

2/24/2004 

PJ Messer 

Surface Asset 
Lead 

Ext Equipment Environmental 
Issue show up for the first time. 
Mentioned those issues as well 
as my opposition to gaming the 
requirements document to hide 
the problems 

123- 

Environmental/Physic 
spec inconsistencies - 
testing 

2/24/2004 

Joe 

Cappello 

DWQA 

Asked QA to include Camera, 
TEMPEST, Ext Equipment and 
Radio issue on DD-250 as Open 
Items 

123-Open Items DD- 
250 

2/24/2004 

PJ Messer 

Surface Asset 
Lead 

Thread on my risks being 
deleted - without my permission- 
from the official risk system 
(Probtem Sheets) - which ICGS 
and the CG had access to. Of a 
dozen or so risks entered only 
the risks associated with the 
critical issues 1 raised were 
deleted. After some effort 1 am 
told they were put back. 

123-Several criticat 
Risks/Action Items 
missing from IDE 
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Nole- removed from DW program end of February 2004. Moved lo work NORAD program in Colorado 
August 2004. Went to see new Tech Ops director Robert Sledgemilch before I left MS2 to discuss 
issues with him. He turned the issues over to HR who turned them over to John Shelton - Ethics 
Director for MS2. Investigation started October 2004 


9/20/2004 

John 

Shelton 

Ethics 

Director MS2 

Setting up meting in Colorado to 
start investigation. Investigation 
ended 4 months later with a 
response of - "no merit - all 
allegations are baseless" would 
no provide any explanation for 
the results. Said 1 had no need 
to know. 

DeKort- conference 
room for discussions 

2/7/2005 

Gail Allen 

Ethics 

Investigator- 

Corporate 

After Shelton left me not 
krKwving if the issues were fixed 
or letting me see the DD-250 
text that showed the CG was 
notiFied about every Issue and 
accepted the boat. 1 raised the 
issues to corporate 

DeKort-Deepwater 
ethics issue 

4/12/2005 

Fred 

Moosally 

President 

MS2 org 

Wanted to discuss the issue 
with the MS2 President before 1 
went to the CEO. Have an 
email response receipt showing 
he received the message. He 
never responded. Note- former 
CO of USS IOWA during 16in 
gun mishap 

Outlook-DW ethics 
during IS&S 

4/26/2005 

Robert 

Stevens 

CEO 

Lockheed 

Martin 

Contacted Mr. Stevens after 2nd 
ethics investigation completed . 
Decided too many 1235 were 
being delivered with these 
problems for me to have to 
continue to grind though this 
process 

Project Deepwater - 
issues of Concern 

5/4/2005 

Maryanne 

Lavan 

Corporate VP 
of Ethics 

Wrote the CEO Bob Stevens 
after my final meeting with Gail 
Allen and getting same 
response from Allen as 1 did 
Shelton. He in turn contacted 
Lavan. 

Email to Robert 

Stevens 

1/17/2006 

Robert 

Stevens 

CEO 

Lockheed 

Martin 

Contacted Mr. Stevens again 
after 3td ethics investigation 
ended with an official response 
of "no merit - baseless". 1 was 
told the CG was made aware of 
every issue and had accepted 
the boat. They would not show 
me proof or tell me how each 
issue was handled 

Deepwater ethics issue 
please read 
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After Mr. Stevens asked his corporate council to look in to this and he 
supported those below him I began contacting organizations outside of 
Lockheed Martin, Those included - ICGS, GAO, USN, NSA, several 
senators and congressmen, several whistleblowing organizations and the 
DHS IG 

Mr. MacKay responded to my 
second letter to the CEO. Partial 
quote from letter - . .1 have 

concluded that; (1) the 
corporation has thoroughly and 
exhaustively investigated you 
allegations; (2) I concur with the 
conclusions reached by prior 
investigations that your 
allegations were 
unsubstantiated; and (3) the 
corporation considered the 
matter closed except to the 
extent it is asked to respond to 
the Coast guard or other 

Scott LU Corp government agencies regarding 

3/1/2006 MacKay Council those allegations...” 

Sent a letter to the Board asking 
for help on the issues. It 
included the information I had 
sent the CEO Robert Stevens 

Received their response. Quote 
• 'The Board considers the 
issues addressed in your letter 
and determined that the 
Corporation’s responses to 
those issues, beginning in 
October 2004 and continuing to 
the present, were appropriate 
and no further action is 
warranted. Each of the issues 
has been disclosed to the Coast 
Guard and the resolution of 
each issue was coordinated with 
and was or is being resolved to 
the satisfaction of the Coast 
Guard customer." 


LM Board 
of 

6/26/2006 Directors 


LM Board 
of 

4/4/2006 Directors 
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LM notification supporting text 


Text From emails delineated in Notification Timeline 


Text from email titled - 123 - Headed Down the Wrong Road - 10/13/2003 
Pasted from Outlook - could not paste header 
From: Michael DeKort 
To: Larry Finnegan 

I wanted to make you aware of some problems on the 1 23. Due to schedule concerns we, in my 
opinion, are being herded down the wrong road. 

We are layering partial solutions on top of each other - all the while our base, the requirements 
set, is not on solid ground. 

Please find a slide set I made for Tom Rodgers. 

Some highlights: 

We are slipping again. Today was supposed to be test start - we are weeks away. One day after 
we made a "recovery plan" I find out our design is still very suspect - our installation techs found 
we called out the wrong connectors on almost half of our cables. We were using the new "QA" 
data. 

We picked a non-marine grade radio, and antennas, for our critical comm suite in the SRP. The 
SRP is the small rescue boat. This small boat will be inundated with water. It is used to rescue 
people - it should have environmentally sound communications. 

We have told the CG that we do not meet most of the environmental and physical hardware 
requirements in INC 0, We have no plan/design to ever meet those requirements. No one is 
working this with the CG. 

I believe someone needs to get a hold of this effort before someone else does it for us. I believe 
we have strayed from our principles - both in quality and engineering discipline. If we continue 
down the same road we will wind up with even greater schedule slips, customer dissatisfaction 
and potential safety, ethical and legal problems. 


Text from email thread titled - Requesting a private one on one - 12/16/2003 
Pasted from Outlook - could not paste header 
From: Jay Hansen 
To: Michael DeKort 

Mike - 

I'd be glad to meet with you. Please call Mary Kay to schedule. She will put it down as a private 
meeting on my calendar so it will remain confidential. 


II 
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Jay 

J. T. Hansen 

Director, Systems Engineering and Equipment Engineering 

Lockheed Martin, MS2 - Moorestown 

(856)722-2730 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Dekort, Michael 

Tuesday, December 16, 2003 10:00 AM 
Hansen, Jay T 

Requesting a private one on one 


I have some concerns about the Deepwater effort that 1 would like to discuss with you. 


I would appreciate it if you would keep this request and the meeting private. 


Michael De Kort 


From email thread titled - Request Reassignment - 1/7/2004 

Original Message 

From: Hansen, Jay T 

Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2004 10:44 AM 

To; Messer, Paul J; Finnegan III, Laurence P; Ryan, John E; Villani, Joseph A; Dekort, Michael 
Cc: Clifford, Michael F; Ewing, Patrick; McLaverty, Brian; Rodgers, Thomas M; Wilhelm, 
Douglas G; Ponticello, David D; Haimowitr, Jay S 
Subject: RE: Request Reassignment 

Mike - 

You'll need to firm this up with your immediate functional management and tech ops technical 
leadership on IDS but my understanding is that we will accommodate your request with the 
appropriate overlap period. In light of the risk tracking system’s status, please make sure that Jay 
Haimowitz receives a complete write-up on each of these risks for processing through the 
programs risk/opportunity process. By inserting them into the process they will receive the 
appropriate technical and programmatic evaluations to produce appropriate mitigation plans. 

Jay 

J. T. Hansen 

Director, Systems Engineering and Equipment Engineering 

Lockheed Martin, MS2 - Moorestown 

(856)722-2730 
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Dekort, Michael 

Wednesday, January 7, 2004 1 1 ;53 AM 

Messer, Paul J; Finnegan III, Laurence P; Ryan, John E; Villani, Joseph A; 


Front: 

Sent: 

To: 

Hansen, Jay T 

Cc: Clifford, Michael F; Ewing, Patrick; McLaverty, Brian; Rodgers, Thomas 

M; Wilhelm, Douglas G; Ponticello, David D 
Subject: Request Reassignment 


Gentlemen 


Over the past few months I have become increasingly frustrated with the direction the 
Deepwater project is following. Based on the examples below I believe we have continually 
sacrificed MS2’s hard earned and well founded engineering and customer focused principles in 
order to meet the needs of non-realistic schedules. While meeting schedules is a paramount 
concern I do not believe being herded, by an unrealistic schedule, to the delivery of a 
substandard product is in our best interest. I strongly believe that this path will lead to, at best, 
the delivery of a sub-standard product that will harm our reputation and at worst the delivery of a 
product that hamper our customer’s ability to successfully carry out their mission. 


As the lead systems engineer for the 123 my primary responsibility is to ensure the integrity of 
the design and that we meet the customers needs, requirements and fulfill the actual and implied 
intent of the contract. While 1 do not expect to convince tech ops or program management that 
my point of view is correct on every issue 1 do not expect to be overruled on the greater majority 
of those issues - especially when they involve safety, security, and the mission success of our 
customer. As the mission of the customer, the U.S, Coast Guard, is to ensure our nation’s 
security, I take this responsibility very seriously. I truly believe that the decisions we have made 
and are making will hinder our customer’s ability to do their job and by doing so puts them and 
the general public at risk. I have worked on military projects most of my career - from the U.S. 
Navy, through the counter terrorism group at the U.S. State Department, through flight 
simulation for the U.S. Air Force Special Ops and through Aegis Baseline 6. On each and every 
project that I have worked I have been proud of my contribution and the product we produced. 

1 am sorry to say that I am personally and professionally embarrassed by the product we are 
producing on this effort. I feel that as an organization we have abandon our principles, let down 
our processes and besmirched the reputation MS2 has worked so long to establish. I believe MS2 
and 1 are better than this. 


Below I have listed some of the most important examples. Each case was and is avoidable. 

Most of the issues and solutions were known about months ago. As we have chosen not remedy 
these issues previously there is now a cost and schedule risk to do so. A cost and schedule risk 
that I believe is worth taking and the right short and long term course. 
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• SRP VHP Radio 

• We are putting a non-marine grade radio on a craft that will be exposed to the harshest of 
environments. As such the customer, and civilians aboard the craft could be left without their 
primary tong distance communications system in harsh conditions 

• This is a safety risk 

• Even though there is an option to remedy the situation with a $300 microphone - we have no 
plans to augment the current design for the first 3 cutters 

» Surveillance Cameras 

• We have placed 4 fixed mounted cameras on the deck house that do not provide full field of 
view (there are 2 dead spots), the ability to pan or zoom. 

• As such we have degraded the customers existing capabilities. (Current ships and the planned 
design by Northrop on the NSC provide 2 mast mounted cameras that permit panning and zoom) 
» This is a security and safety risk 

• There is no plan to remedy this situation on any cutter 

• Tempest 

• We have not provided an adequate Tempest solution for the secret crypto installed aboard the 
ship. As such our shielding and grounding solution does not meet the minimum Tempest 
standards 

• We have, in most cases, ignored an internal study conducted in February, on ways to remedy 
the situation. 

• This is a security risk 

• There is no plan to remedy this situation for any cutter 
» Low Smoke Cables 

• We are headed down a path of not providing a low smoke variant of some cabling aboard 
ship. 

• The customer has pointed out cases where we may have missed the opportunity to provide 
such cables. 

• 1 have been informed that we do not have time to look in to or remedy the situation for the 
first ship. 

• This is a safety risk 

It is for the reasons stated above that with great regret I request to be reassigned to another 
effort. As 1 have been unsuccessful at changing the direction of the Deepwater effort I have no 
other choice than to change my own direction. As 1 cannot rectify my personal ethical standards 
with the direction we are taking 1 feel I am left vvith no choice other than to request to be 
reassigned. However, if the opportunity should arise 1 would eagerly and aggressively attack 
each of these issues should we decide on a change in program direction. 


Michael De Kort 
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From email titled - 123-BT Comp!ete/DD-250 before issues resolved - 2/5/2004 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: Larry Finnegan 
To: Michael DeKort 

Mike, 

I have raised your concern thru Jack to Tom... more to come. 

Larry 

Original Message 

From; Dekort, Michael 

Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2004 7:13 AM 

To: Finnegan III, Laurence P 

Subject; 123- BT compIete/DD-250 before issues resolved? 

Larry 


I am concerned that BT ends next week, Tom Rodgers has schedule an internal DD-250 
meeting Tuesday (to which I am invited) - and we still have not met on the camera, Tempest, 
SRP radio or Flir Video cable issues. As a matter of fact it is almost a week now since I was told 
we would open discussions on these items and there hasn’t been a meeting even scheduled. 

I believe these items should be discussed before sell off and that any time lost is crucial - 
especially if we seek to find an arrangement to fix this items before the 3/1 delivery. 

If we are unable to meet and discuss these items before the DD-250 meeting Tuesday 1 
plan on raising these issues then. 

Michael De Kort 
Project Manager 


From email titled - DW Engineering Concerns - 2/9/2004 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: Joe Cappelo 
To: Michael DeKort 


We will meet in Mike Cerrone's office on Thursday at 10:00, Mike's office is located in 105 
building . 

Joe Cappeiio 

Deepwater Quality Manager 
mail stop: 13000-E204 
tel: 856-638-7465 
fax: 856-638-4301 
pager: 1-888-894-5276 
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From email titled - 123 - Still no commitment from PMO -2/11/2004 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: Larry Finnegan 
To: Michael DeKort 


PJ has informed me that he is working the issues but that they are not a priority. 

1 asked him if PMO has made a commitment to address the issues and work with the CG on 
them. He told me he doesn’t know what that commitment is. 

I am looking for PMO and our organization to commit to solutions and address those with the 
customer. What are we doing, in what time frame and on what boats? I do not feel comfortable 
with pursuing a resolution until after we deliver the first boat (with boat 2 over 50% done with 
cable/hardware installations we are well on our way to a point of no return on that boat as well). 

As such 1 am preparing to take the issue to the next level on Friday by scheduling an 
appointment with Carl. 

As I have stated before 1 would greatly prefer that we settle this “in house” - between DW PMO, 
tech ops and the CG before ship 1 is delivered and/or I am no longer working the effort. With 
only 2 weeks until delivery and my replacement about to be decided on 1 feel the issue needs to 
be resolved before next Friday. 

Please find the attachment with the draft text of the email 1 will be sending tomorrow if we are 
unable to get any more traction on this issue. 


Michael De Kort 

Project Manager 

123 Lead Systems Engineer 

856-359-1439 

Cell 609-923-6234 

Associated document - title- DW Issues 
Good Morning 

Since my last correspondence on January 7, 2003, 1 have been unable to find closure involving 
several design aspects of the 1 23 effort. Although discussions on the issues have picked up 
lately I do not yet feel comfortable with where we are. Before 1 leave the project or the 
Matagorda delivers I would like to see PMO make some acceptable commitments to the 
organization and the customer concerning the issues 1 have brought forward. I have been trying 
for several months now to keep the issues in house and would greatly prefer to continue to do so. 
Unfortunately the issues are still open, these commitments have not yet been made and the 
Matagorda is 2 weeks away from delivery. As such 1 feel it is necessary for me to seek higher 
authority for assistance in resolving these issues. 
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Essentially my position breaks down in to several key points: 

• The Coast Guard’s fleet is the second oldest in the world. To respond to that need, as 
well as the new challenges imposed by 9/1 1, we have been selected a prime contractors, for the 
C41SR effort. As such we have been entrusted by our customer with the responsibility to ensure 
we field the best designs and outfit the Coast Guard fleet accordingly. 

a. In supporting that effort 1 believe it is incumbent upon us to ensure the product we field 
can meet the customer’s mission requirements for decades to come. 

b. We not only have an obligation to our customer but to the nation as a whole. The 
Homeland Security mission of our Coast Guard should be our paramount concern. 

c. As such we should be fielding 49, 123 class ships, with fully capable systems and 
equipment. 

d. The rush to deliver at ail costs has caused us to forgo some of our corporate values and 
has put the company, customer and general public at risk. 

e. The answer that all of the issues I have raised are currently not planning to be changed 
because they are the ‘’’design of record” is unacceptable. 

• Issues 

a. Cameras/Surveillance 

• Less than 360 coverage. This is a security risk. 

b. Tempest SRP VHP Radio 

• The COTS radio we selected is not meant for outdoor use. As the SRP is uncovered and 
required to operate at sea state the radio will fail at some point and prohibit the crew from 
communicating when VHP comms are needed. This is a safety risk. 

c. Misc Cabling Issues 

• There are still open items concerning several Low Smoke cables and a Plir video cable. 
This is a possible safety risk 


Prom email titled - 123 - Still no commitment fi'om PMO -2/1 1/2004 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
Prom: Michael DeKort 
To: Carl Bannar 

Carl, 

1 am requesting an opportunity to meet with you on several important issues relating to 
the Deepwater effort. 1 assure you the issues are extremely important and that 1 have exhausted 
all inter-departmental and project avenues to find a resolution, 

Michael Dc Kort 
Project Manager 


From email titled - Issues to be resolved on 123s - 2/24/2004 

— Original Message 

From: Villani, Joseph A 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 6:12 AM 

To: Dekort, Michael 

Subject: Issues to be resolved on 123 
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Mike, 

When can we get together so you can fill me in on your concerns with the Matagorda. I am 
aware of them but would like to hear from you directly. Please bring reference material to help 
me understand the problems. Specifically the requirements that need to be fulfilled, the design 
problems you are aware of and your suggestions for correction. I can be available of Wednesday 
if this works for you. 

Thanks 

Joe 


From email titled - 123 - Still no commitment from PMO -2/24/2004 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: Michael DeKort 
To: PJ Messer 

The perfect world thing is a red herring 

We are where we are because bad decisions continue to be made 
This will bite us 

You can’t pull specs fro the 3.1 and leave them in the CCM. This will lead to an inconsistency 
that we will get caught on. 

I guess I should look on the bright side though - 1 never agreed with pulling anything to begin 
with, 1 wanted the INC 0 matrix we delivered to stand. The powers that be changed their mind 
after we delivered that matrix, Now the 3.1 has no environmental/physical specs - so we don’t 
test them - the CCM keeps those specs but we want to change the data and not test those. 

In both docs the EXACT text exists for temp and humidity. This is sophomoric at best - we look 
like out of control amateurs - this will backfire. 

Has anyone informed the CO that we are restricting their missions by tightening the temp 
requirements? Maybe we should ask for forgiveness the day we try to sign the DD-250? 

I plan on making the camera, Tempest, Ross radio and temperature issues open items on the DD- 
250 unless we get requirements relief relief. 

Original Message 

From; Messer, Paul J 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 8:55 AM 
To: Dekort, Michael 

Subject: RE: 123- Environmental/Physical spec inconsistencies - testing 

Mike - the as built spec is what it is. noone likes it but its there, not approved but we're not 
proposing to change it now. we all need to move on. 
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in a perfect world all the CCM reqs would be in the C005, but they arent. again we need to 
move on. 

the best we can do is see where we are against the CCM reqs, and write ECP with what we 
know. 


From email titled - 123 - Open items for DD-250 - 2/24/2004 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: Michael DeKort 
To; Joe Cappello 

Joe 

Unless we get requirements relief please add the following issues as open items on the DD-250 - 
in addition to any open problem sheets and risk database items 

Surveillance cameras - 360 deg viewing restricted by 2 blockage zones 

Tempest - Do not meet minimum tempest requirements called out in spec or internal LM report 
on tempest solutions. Failed several SPA WAR Visual inspection items 

SRP VHF radio - radio provided does not meet environmental requirements. Specifically 
humidity and Sea State 5 

123 external temperature/humidity - several C4 equipments do not meet the CG temperature and 
humidity requirements. Temp -40 to + 1 25 and Humidity 0 to 1 00% 

Michael De Kort 
Project Manager 


From email thread titled - 123- Several critical Risk/Aclion items missing from IDE? -2/24/2004 

Original Message 

From; Messer, Paul J 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:43 PM 

To: Dekort, Michael 

Subject: RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Aclion items missing from IDE? 

ok - please re-enter with details (updated if necessary - some of them you may not know 
about - TEMPEST for ex.) 

and mitigation plans - like the Ross radio replacement 


Original Message 

From: Dekort, Michael 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:41 PM 
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To: Messer, Paul J 

Subject; RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Action items missing from EDE? 

1 never got the email, I found out third hand from Cappello 

1 will re-enter the risks 

Original Message 

From: Messer, Paul J 

Sent; Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:37 PM 

To: Dekort, Michael 

Subject: RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Action items missing from IDE? 

do you have the email that kicked it back ?? Idont - I would like to see them if you have 
them, the process is supposed to be that you get notified 

also not attending the weekly 300 pm Surface Risk mtgs has slowed this down 

Original Message 

From: Dekort, Michael 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:35 PM 

To: Messer, Paul J 

Subject: RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Action items missing from IDE? 

Never happened 

It’s real important we do this right. A lot could depend on it. 

Original Message 

From: Messer, Paul J 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:34 PM 

To: Dekort, Michael 

Subject; RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Action items missing from IDE? 

I wasnt at the mtg that kicked back the risks 

the kick back was supposed to tell you that they were rejected for lack of detail / mitigation 
seriously 

Original Message 

From: Dekort, Michael 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:32 PM 

To: Messer, Paul J 

Subject; RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Action items missing from IDE? 

Then 1 want to know what data 1 am missing and I will re-enter the risks with mitigation plans. 

Why weren’t all my risks deleted? I believe I supplied no mitigation - to be honest I didn’t see 
that I needed to when first entered. 1 thought they went from preliminary to accepted and then I 
did that. 
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Also - why wasn’t I given a shot at correcting the situation? 


Original Message 

From: Messer, Paul J 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:26 PM 

To: Dekort, Michael 

Subject: RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Action items missing from IDE? 

you needed to provide the mitigation plans and I thought they did notify you that they were 

rejected 

bottom line is that just saying we have a problem is not enough we have to come up with a 

reasonable fix / mitigation plan 

Original Message 

From: Dekon, Michael 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:23 PM 

To: Messer, Paul J 

Cc: Wilhelm, Douglas G; McLaverty, Brian; Cappello Jr, Joseph M; Cerrone, John D 
Subject: RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Action items missing from IDE? 

What lack of data? Was 1 supposed to provide mitigation plans or the board saw none possible? 

Why was I never informed and/or given a chance to provide data or respond? 

Why is it that all of the issues I raised to Carl were the bulk of the deleted items? 

Original Message 

From: Messer, Paul J 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 2:16 PM 

To: Dekort, Michael 

Cc: Wilhelm, Douglas G; McLaverty, Brian 

Subject; RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Action items missing from IDE? 

I believe the risks were kicked back by the collective risk board due to lack of data and 
really, no mitigation plans. 

and then we had subsequent risk boards without full representation to address any new issues. 

if there are valid risks - with updated status and mitigation plans - then we should ensure the 
data is complete and get them entered as risks via the formal process 

PJM 

Original Message 

From: Dekort, Michael 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 1 :34 PM 

To: Cappello Jr, Joseph M; Wallace, James M; Messer, Paul J; McLaveny, Brian; Wilhelm, 
Douglas G 

Cc: Cerrone, Michael G; Dunn, Richard A; Hodge, Yvonne O 
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Subject; RE; 123- Several critical Risk/Aclion items missing from IDE? 

Importance: High 

The items deleted were done so without notice to me or my permission 

Only half of the total risks were deleted - they all had the same level of supporting data - as such 
the reasoning for deletion is inconsistent and suspect. 

The only notification I had of an issue was 2 months or so ago. I was told there was no 
supporting data. I inadvertently sent the wrong supporting spreadsheet. 1 corrected the situation, 
notified Jim that I did so and heard nothing back. As of a week or so ago they were still there. 

All of the issues 1 have raised through the organization are missing. Tempest, Cameras and the 
Ross Radio issue/risks are missing. 


1 suggest these risks be entered back in to the system immediately. If there is insufficient data I 
would like to be told exactly what is missing - 1 will immediately supply the data. 

Original Message 

From: Cappello Jr, Joseph M 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 1 :27 PM 

To: Dekort, Michael; Wallace, James M 

Cc: Messer, Paul J; McLaverty, Brian; Cerrone, Michael G; Dunn, Richard A 
Subject: RE: 123- Several critical Risk/Aclion items missing from IDE? 

I was told that they were not submitted due to insufficient details. This was the response I 
received when 1 asked the same question. Jim Wallace is no longer with LM. We have a meeting 
at 2:00 to discuss the open issues for the Matagorda. Some of these issues we need to address. 

Original Message 

From: Dekort, Michael 

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2004 1:19 PM 

To: Wallace, James M; Cappello Jr, Joseph M 

Cc: Messer, Paul J; McLaverty, Brian; Cerrone, Michael G 

Subject: 1 23- Several critical Risk/ Action items missing from IDE? 

Importance; High 

I just did a search in IDE to see the status of the risks 1 have entered. Several did not show up. 
Several of these - like the camera 360deg, tempest and Ross radio issue are critical issues, still 
open and should not be removed. 

Could you look to see what, if anything, happened to them? 

Subjects missing 

Tempest 
Cameras 
Ross radio 

Racks/internal equip not meet environmental req 
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Flir cable 

Future ship schedule/test period shrink 
ILS staffing for lifecycle 
Pre-Arrival Check 
Ship 2/3 replace equip 
Problem Report priority scheme 


Michael De Kort 
Project Manager 


From email titled - DeKort- conference room for discussions - 9/20/2004 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: John Shelton 
To; Michael DeKort 


Mike, 

Thanks, I will see you on Thursday and have time on Friday, available also. 
Would you meet me at the main visitor’s entrance at 9:00 am and escort me 
to the area where we can meet. Is there a web-site where I can get driving 
directions/locations and facility information? 

Thanks again, 

John Shelton 


From email titled - DeKort- Deepwater ethics issue - 2/7/2005 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: Oail Allen 
To; Michael DeKort 


Mike, 

At this time, 1 do not have access to the files (hat you reference, John Shelton is going to 
forward the investigative report which I expect to have before we talk. 1 believe we are in the 
same time zone. Can we go with 3 pm as I will be changing hotels after the Sr. Mgmt meeting 
ends on Wednesday. I'll call you if that's okay. 

Gail 


Original Message 

From: DeKort, Michael 

Sent: Monday, February 07, 2005 3:24 PM 

To: Allen, Gail 

Subject; RE: DeKort- Deepwater Ethics issue 


How about 2:30 my time Wed? 
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Did John Shelton forward you the data package I gave him as well as his investigation package? 
Michael De Kort 

ISC2 Software Engineering Manager 
IS&S Colorado Springs 
719-277-4257 
719-896-0760 cell 


Original Message 

From: Allen, Gail 

Sent: Monday, February 07, 2005 1:19 PM 
To: DeKort, Michael 

Subject: Re: DeKort- Deepwater Ethics issue 


Michael, 

I am in receipt of your email. I am on travel through Thursday. The earliest that I would be able 
to speak with you is Wednesday afternoon while in Phoenix. Is your time availability flexible 
for Wednesday pm? 

Gail Allen 


Sent from my BlackBerry Handheld. 

Original Message 

From: DeKort, Michael <michael.dekott@lmco,com> 

To; Allen, Gail <gail.allen@lmco.com> 

Sent: Fri Feb 04 14:52:33 2005 
Subject: DeKort- Deepwater Ethics issue 

Good afternoon, 

John Shelton informed me on Monday that he has passed the case on to you. He 
informed me that he told you that I was unsatisfied with the results of the MS2 investigation as 
well as my suggestions to remedy the situation. I am standing by ready to discuss this matter as 
soon as you are available. 

I would like you to know that I originally intended to contact Bob Stevens about the 
matter on Monday and that I promised John I would stand down on taking that action until we 
talk. The reason for my wishing to contact Mr. Stevens is that I feel the matter is critical enough 
to involve him. 1 believe that in the 1.5 years this issue has gone on we have delivered several 
systems with critical safety, security and reliability issues to Homeland Security (the Coast 
Guard) and with each month that situation grows worse as we continue deliveries and approve 
designs leveraged against the issues I have raised. 1 believe that not only are the Coast Guard 
crew members in jeopardy but so is the general public they serve as well as the overall mission 
of the US Coast Guard/Homeland Defense. 

1 look forward to beginning our discussions on these issues. 
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Michael De Korl 

ISC2 Software Engineering Manager 
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Email delivered receipt to Fred Moosally - 4/12/2005 
Y our message 

To; Moosally, FredP 

Subject: Deepwater Ethics Issue 

Sent: 4/12/2005 12:57 PM 

was delivered to the following recipient(s): 

Moosally, Fred P on 4/12/2005 12:57 PM 


From email titled - Project Deepwater- Issues of Concern - 4/2S/2005 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: Michael DeKort 
To: Robert Stevens 


Good Afternoon 

My name is Michael De Kort. Currently I am the software engineering manager for 
1SC2/1S&S. Previously, when 1 was part of the MS2 company I was the lead systems engineer, 
on the 1 23 project, for the Deepwater effort. During my assignment to the project I surfaced 
several significant security and safety issues. Over the past one and a half years 1 have been 
trying to rectify those issues through the chain of command. I have been through the MS2 
engineering and program management chains, MS2 quality assurance, ethics and finally 
corporate ethics, While all the parties mentioned believe and have staled that the issues I raised 
have been closed satisfactorily, I do not believe they have been. As such 1 am submitting this 
correspondence of record to you so 1 may apprize you of the situation and am seeking your help 
in to rectifying the issues described. In taking this action 1 will be satisfying ray own personal 
and professional ethical and moral responsibilities. I strongly believe that some of the decisions 
we have made on the Deepwater project have severally compromised the mission of the US 
Coast Guard, the Department of Homeland Security and as a result Lockheed Martin. I believe 
our approach and decisions have put the Coast Guard in a position of accepting a product that 
will result in severe degradation of their mission capabilities. 

As 1 understand your time is valuable I have included the details in a separate document. 
That attached document summarizes the issues, history as I have witnessed it, some of my 
opinions on the matter and my background. 

In closing 1 would like to assure you that the issues 1 have raised are significant in nature 
and are important enough to be reviewed and scrutinized at the highest levels. Given the change 
in the world post 9-111 think it is imperative that we ensure that even though there may be 
significant program pressures we ensure that the most rudimentary ethical and professional 
standards not be compromised. 
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If there is anything else I can provide or anything I can do to be of any assistance please 
let me know. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 


Associated document - Deepwater Complete 2 .doc 

The purpose of this document is to enter in to record a complete account (not day by day) record 
of my concerns, issues and opinions relative to the Deepwater ethics complaints I have filed, I 
want to ensure that the majority of the pertinent information has been provided so that there are 
no misunderstandings and to ensure that all the relevant parties had a complete accounting of my 
case. 

Summary 

For the past 1.5 years I have been involved in trying to conect/remedy certain technical 
problems relative to the 123 class of ships for the U.S. Coast Guard. (As this effort leverages a 
systems of systems design concept many of these issues would be leveraged in other efforts as 
well - such as the MSC -Maritime Security Cutter).) These issues involve several key security 
and safety requirements. The proper resolution of these requirements are imperative as not doing 
so will endanger the lives of the crew, as well as the general public, and compromise the secure 
communications capability of the USG as well as that of all of DoD. (As the CG has a 
requirement to interface/communicate with DoD any communications compromise would affect 
all of these organizations). 

In my pursuit to resolve these issues I have worked through every level of my chain of 
command - through several iterations. 

At the end of the day I would like to ensure the product meets or exceeds all the 
USCG/Homeland Security mission needs, the MS2 organization properly deals with an 
organizational pattern of behavior problem and policies are changed so no other employee, or 
their family, should have to go through what we did. 

Issues 

1. SRP/Zodiac VHF Radio 

a. We had the C4ISR requirement to provide a VHF radio for the SRP/Zodiac boat 

b. This craft is used, primarily, for rescues and to board other vessels. 

c. We had a sea state 5 environmental requirement. This requirement means the equipment 
needed to function properly in very rough seas and weather conditions. 

d. The vessel has no interior. Other than a small area for storage under the deck - 
everything was exposed to the elements. 

e. The radio we chose to satisfy the requirements was not meant to be used outdoors, (per 
the vendor) 

f This is a significant safety risk. Without this radio the Zodiac has no other method of 
communicating beyond a certain range. 

g. We purchased 9 radios upfront. (For the first 9 boats) 

h. We told the USG we would not use the radio that came with the Zodiac because it did not 

meet all technical criteria (Which is true. However the ghosting capability was not nearly as 
crucial as weather survivability) 

i. 1 asked to have the radios replaced and was told we would not do that because it was the 
“design of record”. 
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j. After several months of trying to get it replaced 1 convinced management to let me add a 
‘raincoat” and swap the microphone out for a weather proof one. 1 said this was only a 
temporary measure and did not mean the requirement was satisfied. It simply allowed the radio 
to operate longer before shorting out. I settled to keep the crew as safe as 1 could for as long as 1 
could. (If management believed the radio met the environmental requirements why would they 
agree to the raincoat and weather proof microphone solutions? I believe the answer is that they 
knew they were wrong but didn’t want to admit making such a large mistake. The raincoat and 
microphone we viewed as added protection - going above and beyond) 

k. Several months later, the same week I elevated the issues to the VP of QA and the VP of 
MS2 the USCG asked us to test the radios in the rain without the “raincoat’ (which they found 
understandably annoying to use) 

l. We shorted out 4 radios in the rain. The CG witnessed all 4 radios failing in the rain. 

m. Had the customer not tested the radio in the rain we would have delivered the boat with 
that radio and it would have failed the first time in use. This would have put the crew and 
personnel being rescued in harms way. 

n. I consider the decision to keep the Ross radio, before the USCG testing failures, to be 
negligent on the part of our technical and program management who knowingly and willfully 
directed we put an unsafe radio on that boat (keep in mind the Zodiac goes on all 49 123s and all 
of the WSCs). Again - if it were not for the customer testing the radios in the rain just before 
delivery we would have delivered these radios. 

o. See corporate ethics out brief section below for final LM determination 

2. Camera Surveillance system 

a. Northrop had a requirement to provide 2 mast mounted cameras that could pan, tilt and 
zoom 

b. While the requirement did not specify specific coverage capabilities it does stale these 
are surveillance cameras used to monitor the boat remotely when in port 

c. 1 believe that requirement means we have to provide 360deg coverage. (At the time the 
USCG had this exact solution implemented on some its older vessels and they had 360 deg 
coverage. Additionally NG planned on that same implementation on the WSC in the future) 

d. Due to a less than productive and cooperative working relationship with NO we argued 
over who would provide the cameras for several months. As we were supposed to provide all the 
signaling and control cables 1 suggested we take the initiative to buy the cameras to make 
schedule 

e. Management agreed and wanted to put them on the mast. NG pushed back and said that 
would mean a late design change and new center of gravity study. At that point 1 suggested we 
tell NG we tried to help them do their job and if they wanted to play that game they could supply 
the cameras on their own. 

f It turns out that we decided to continue taking the risk and find another way out. Later I 
found out this because we made another design mistake and did not supply all the control 
circuitry for the cameras. This meant the cameras would be fixed position. 

g. The design we came up with was to mount 4 cameras on the pilot house - 20ft lower than 
the standard installation. This would, in theory provide them the same viewing capability 
without having to move the cameras (I actually liked this idea because with moving cameras one 
can tell where a moving camera is viewing and avoid being seen). My only stipulation was that 
we have ship’s integration do a plot to make sure their were no obstructions or dead zones 

h. The study came back and showed 2 dead zones - about 5 deg each- directly over the pilot 
hose at 10 and 2 o’clock. These dead zones were about 10ft wide on the boat and projected to 
the horizon were hundreds of yards wide. These dead zones would enable someone to board the 
ship and enter the pilot house without being seen 
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i. I immediately told the chief eitgineer and program management that this was a security 
issue and needed to be remedied by adding another camera and circuitry. They refused and said 
we would not alter the “design of record”. 

j. When 1 pushed back they said show me the requirement to have 360 deg coverage. My 
response was: 

i. lt’s common sense 

ii. Currently the existing USCG ships with cameras had 360 deg coverage 

iii. The current spec was written by us. As such we made a mistake, should have included it and it 
is, at the very least, it was a derived requirement. 

k. PMO and the Chief Eng still refused to make the change. However, .after several weeks 
of pushing they agreed to let me talk it over with the CG tech rep. Several weeks later that tech 
rep came back and said he would approve the dead zones because the windows of the pilot house 
could be locked and we could tell someone had entered because the locks or glass would be 
broken. 1 thought this was an incorrect and reckless decision. However we followed with a 
contracts letter requesting permission to have less than 360 deg coverage. As of March of 04 the 
CG had yet to grant permission. Based on this course of action, even though I vehemently 
disagreed, 1 knew 1 wouldn’t be able to fight this one further. 

l. In December of 03 the security inspector for the CG performed an inspection of our boat 
and said, in his report, that he noticed the implementation, with 4 fixed cameras, was different 
than he was used to seeing, but it looked like he had 360 deg coverage. 1 felt this open the issue 
back up. 

m. 1 immediately went to management and suggested we tell that inspector that we had less 
than 360 deg coverage and see what he wanted to do. 

n. I was then told, in a room with witnesses, that if he thought he had 360 deg we weren’t 
going to tell him otherwise and that it was his fault he made a mistake and ran a faulty test, I 
told the group 1 thought that approach was unethical and put the USCG and LM at risk. 

o. See corporate ethics out brief section below for final LM determination 

3. Tempest cabling 

a. In the summer of 03 the environmental/security requirements were finally flowed down 
to us (as I mentioned before this was several months after the design review and during our 
supposed installation period). These requirements levied certain tempest requirements on us. (1 
was aware that requirements of this type would normally exist. 1 had previously asked for them 
and spent months trying to get them) 

b. In doing my research on the effort I dug up an internal report, from 2/03, that ship’s 
integration created to guide engineering on what to do - specifically relative to tempest issues, 
cabling, equipment separation, grounding etc. (I should mention here that I have an extensive 
Tempest background) 

c. I later learned that the proposal never costed or scheduled that work and as such 
engineering had no money to do most of the most basic of tempest designs or buy what needed to 
be bought. Specifically the chief engineer directed that no shielded cables were to be designed in 
or purchased. Shielded cabling is the foundation for the most rudimentary Tempest design. Not 
having those shielded cables compromises the entire secure system and the associated crypto. 
Since the USCG had a requirement to communicate with all DoD forces this meant that any 
compromise we had would be a compromise to all of DoD. A compromise here would mean that 
classified messages could easily be read by someone who should not be reading them. This is a 
serious security issue. 

d. My next move was to change the design and get the Tempest requirements satisfied (now 
it should be noted that not all tempest requirements can be satisfied on a small vessel. Normally 
these can be handled by waiver. Not having shield cables is never waived) 
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e. Management responded to my request by going back to ship’s integration and employing 
a Tempest expert. (Interestingly enough the original report was done with out this gentlemen’s 
help. The people who wrote the report had no background in the area, sought his help, but were 
not permitted to use him). 

f. The expert wrote a report specifying what should be done and what could be waived. He 
found major discrepancies. One of which was not having shielded cables. 

g. Management then said the “design of record” stands and that we would wait until the 
visual and electronic inspections to see where we failed. 

h. The visual inspection came with a list of failures. Of which the cables were included. 

i. Management then decided to not fix any visual failures until the electrical test confirmed 
those failures. 

j. It was at about this time that 1 had, unfortunately, made my way up to the VP (Carl 
Bannar). The VP agreed that we should fix all the visual/electrical issues (short of items that 
should be waived) 

k. See corporate ethics out brief section below for final LM determination 

4. External equipment survivability 

a. With the receipt of the late environmental requirements we were notified that we have 
temperature survivability requirements to satisfy (as 1 said before 1 had been asking for this data 
from the beginning) 

b. These requirements said we had to meet external temperature requirements of -40 to 
+ 125 deg. 

c. I immediately tasked my Sensors tech to research our equipments ability to meet these 
requirements. The first system he checked was the FLIR (Forward looking Infra Red). He told 
me it would only survive to -5. This would mean that a crucial navigation system would not 
function in cold areas where the CG needed to sail. This would pose a safety risk and cause the 
CG to alter its mission capability for all 49 of these boats. I told the engineer to keep researching 
and told management about the issue. They proceeded to tell the engineer to stop performing the 
research 1 asked him to do and told me we would not fix a thing - we would not alter the “design 
of record”. 

d. When I took this issue to VP he agreed that the issue needed to be remedied. He said the 
chief engineer would handle this. The chief engineer told me it would be handled by telling the 
CG there were various requirements issues to address. I said this was not specific enough and 
should be handled by meeting or changing the requirement. 1 also said we should not be 
suggesting to the customer that they change their mission requirements because we didn't do our 
job. He said he would handle it. 

e. I believe that those ships will be incapacitated, in extreme hot and cold weather, because 
several sensor or communications systems will fail. This could result in loss of life. 

f. See corporate ethics out brief section below for final LM determination 

5. PCA issues 

a. LM had the responsibility of verifying the C4ISR HW/cable installations against the 
drawings. 

b. When LM sent out a group from QA to check cables - QA did a sample of about 1 00 
cables and found over 'A to be incorrect. 

c. This situation was caused by us giving inaccurate information to BSl during the first 
round of cable designs. 

d. Based on the sample several hundred cables were improperly labeled. 
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e. This situation could lead to improper connecting of cables in the future - specifically 
during maintenance. This situation could lead to equipment/system malfunction, ship 
unavailability and possible harm to the technician. 

f. My suggestion was to fix the cables and drawings. (Doing so would also ensure the 
problems were not implemented on future ships) 

g. PMO decided it was NG’s responsibility to run the actual PC A for the ship. So we would 
wait and see what they caught. 

h. 1 told management I believed that to be dishonest and unethical. 

i. See corporate ethics out brief section below for final LM determination 

6. Issues with future designs/ships 

a. Shortly after leaving the DW effort, while still in MS2, 1 received messages from 
personnel still on the DW effort. They informed me that we are perpetuating our poor design 
philosophy on future efforts. For example 1 am told that the wind sensor on the WSC will not 
survive the elements. I cannot confirm the accuracy of the report. However given the chain of 
events described here and the pattern of performance exhibited by program management and 
engineering I believe this issue has merit and that a complete review of all designs and 
requirements is warranted. 

Resolutions expected/requested 

1 . A complete programmatic and engineering review of the requirements and engineering 
solutions factored against what is in the best interest of our customer. 1 would like each issue, 
along with all the associated data, to be reviewed in this context. (To date a thorough review of 
this nature has not been accomplished in my presence). This review should be conducted by an 
entity outside of MS2 and consists of engineering team members experienced in C4ISR. 

2. A complete management assessment of the performance of every technical and program 
management lead involved in this effort - including me. We need to know if all the proper 
policies/processes were adhered to and to address any situations where these processes were jot 
followed, ethics violations were introduced and anyone was handled or dealt with 
unprofessionally. Anyone who is found to have acted improperly or unprofessionally should be 
dealt with accordingly. As I believe there was an ongoing effort to withhold information and 
deceive I believe there are some individuals who should, at the very least, be removed from the 
DW effort. 

3. Given all the technical missteps on this program I believe it is incumbent upon us to see 
whether or not we need to bring in some external help - specifically C41SR subject matter 
experts. 

4. I would like a review of my last appraisal as well as the retaliation I believe I 
experienced. As a result of this retaliation I am my family were forced to move from the NJ area 
and to Colorado. For a time this put a significant strain on my family. 

History 

I entered the program in July of 03. Originally my effort consisted of trying to put 
together and integrated schedule for the 1 23 effort. As time went on it became apparent to the 
DW management team that ray background and leadership capabilities lent themselves well to 
my taking on the role of lead systems engineer for the effort. I accepted this position. 

During this period (7/03 through 12/03) several threads were becoming apparent: 

1 . The were no documented/accepted requirements for the Increment 0 effort. As the 

original requirement was for an Increment 1 there was nothing in place to document the subset of 
requirements we had agreed to deliver, at an accelerated pace, in Increment 0. 
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2, The proposal effort severely underestimated the task at hand. Large groups of 
engineering tasks, such as cable designs, were not costed. These drove the schedule far to the 
right. As such design reviews were shortchanged and we found ourselves in the summer of 04 
expecting to be in the middle of install while we were still figuring out requirements and starting 
some critical design phases. 

3, During this phase the critical items I mention below came to light. 

4, We had not adequately prepared for site installation. Until 1 arrived there was no plan for 
utilizing trailers on site and no plan detailing the installation steps. Keep in mind we were 
already supposed to be installing when these issues were brought forward. 

5 , The culmination of these issues snowballed. It was obvious that in order to remedy the 
situation we would need to push the schedule several months, incur a significant cost over run 
and find ourselves in an embarrassing situation. 

6, Management seemed to be more worried about our perceived engineering capabilities 
and reputation and not providing information that Northrop Grtimman could use against us than 
satisfying the requirements to the degree necessary to ensure the USCG/Homeland Security 
mission. (At the time our relationship was extremely contentious. On several occasions 
management referred to us “playing chicken” until someone blinked. This meant that we would 
hold off on aimouncing publicizing or fixing a problem until NG announced a problem. 

Wherever possible we would link our issues to them.). As such the mantra used to defend all of 
their reasons for not addressing the situation was that we had a “design of record’ and under no 
circumstance would we change. They maintained this posture even when the issues involved 
safety and/or security degradation. 

Every attempt 1 made, within the DW chain of command, to fix the problems was met with the 
same answer - we will not change the design of record. I pressed for several months within the 
team before 1 decided to utilize my engineering chain of command. As such it took me several 
more months to work through that effort. 1 went up and down the chain - several times over. At 
each step 1 proved my points technically but was unable to enlist support. One manager even 
told me I was doing the right thing, that it would eome back to bite me and said ‘good luck” in 
my efforts to do the right thing. At no point did anyone offer a credible program or technical 
counter to any of my arguments. 

Several of the risks 1 had entered in the risk management system were purposefully deleted. 
When 1 questioned why 1 was told they did not meet certain data criteria. When I asked them 
why only the risks associated with the critical issue were deleted - they had no answer. When 1 
asked them why 1 was given no heads up - 1 was given no answer. Only after 1 complained to 
my director about the situation did the risks show back up in the database. 

During the installation period, in the late summer of 03, the environmental and security 
requirements were finally flowed down from the internal Systems of System group (several 
months after the design review). For the first time we were able to see if the systems/equipment 
we bought and designed met requirements. (Keep in mind this is very late in the process and that 
equipment had been purchased for several ships at that point.) 

After this 1 went to see the QA organization. We went through al of my data and my allegations. 
They agreed that the issues needed to be addressed. They forwarded the data to the VP of QA 
who promptly called Carl Barmer and told him he should see me. He immediately called me and 
asked that we meet. 1 told him 1 wanted to see the acting tech director one more time before I 
came to see him. 1 told him I wanted to do this by the book. He said he understood and that his 
door was open. 
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After not receiving the assistance I was looking for I went to see Carl Bannar - VP of MS2. He 
was the first level of management who actually listened to what I had to say and who didn’t 
dismiss me with management hyperbole. In each of the cases he agreed with my recommended 
course of action - including letting me see proof of those resolutions before we delivered the first 
ship. Unfortunately that promise was not kept. The chief engineer of DW actually went so far as 
to suggest of was mischarging for pushing the issue 2 months after the ship delivered (A couple 
months later my SW engineering director did sit me down and show me some of the data I had 
asked for. This was weeks after the ship had been delivered. At that time, after having been 
removed from the effort against my will, receiving a low appraisal and being assigned to work 
far beneath my capability, 1 acquiesced. I told him the data was not sufficient, that 1 didn’t trust 
it - but that 1 was getting weary of the fight and retaliation) 

After be exposed to what 1 believe is retaliatory behavior I applied for other jobs. 1 was offered a 
position of senior program manager with IS&S and accepted it. 

On my way out of the organization I went to the MS2 director of tech ops to tell him the entire 
story. As he was new to the organization I felt there was a chance he would get involved, look in 
to the situation, fix what need to be fixed and ensure this kind of thing never happened again. He 
took no action (at the time) that I know of other than contacting HR who in turn contacted ethics, 

MS2 conducted an investigation. 

• The MS2 ethics manager came to my location and interviewed me 

• The result of that investigation was to find my claims could not be supported. 1 was not 
permitted to know where my accusations fell short or were inaccurate and was not permitted to 
know where the information was not supported. 1 do not know if the history was found to be in 
error, if the actual claims were in error or the resultant delivery did not line up with my claims. I 
stipulated at the time, and maintain now, that I should be permitted to see all contractual and/or 
engineering data that disputes my claims or information. 1 believe it is in the company’s best 
interest to do so. If the final results are in keeping with the contractual requirements I should be 
able to see proof that we met our obligations. 

t At no point did anyone ever contact me asking for more detail, to refute some 
information or to discuss any of my data. Given the importance and complexity of the data as 
well as the fact that the finding were that none of my claims were substantiated I find this to be 
very questionable. 

Corporate investigation. 

• This investigation began a short time after the MS2 ethics investigation conclusion, I had 
requested an independent engineering review of the situation. That request was granted, at first 
as a single engineer then as a team. After several weeks had gone by without by being 
interviewed 1 requested status. I was told the investigation was almost over and that I would be 
given a report soon. 

• Gail Allen, Carol Boser (the engineer assigned to perform the review) and I have a 
meeting scheduled for 4/11. 

• Gail Allen requested that I provide all copies of the data that 1 have in my possession. As 
that data proves each and every one of my allegations to be true I am reluctant to give it up until 

I am sure the issues have been resolved satisfactorily. 

• Outcome of debrief- 5/14 

a. Cameras - CG accepted the camera blind spots 

i.l believe this puts the CG in a severely compromised position. The original intent of the cameras 
was to provide the CG the capability to monitor the boat remotely when in a CG port. This 
would mean no one would need to be on board to monitor the boat, I believe we have put the 
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CG in the position of now having to man the boat - as the dead spots would permit someone to 
easily get on board and enter the pilot house without being detected. No other ships, which have 
cameras, put the CG in this position. We were already adding 2 cameras - adding a 3”“ would 
have been no problem. Additionally - the fact that there are dead spots, and all associated data, 
should become classified information. 

b. Radio - replaced with correct radio 

i. What should be looked in to here is the chain of events that lead to this change. 1 tried for 6 
months to get this change. It wasn’t until we shorted out 4 radios, in front of the CG, during 
testing that we replaced these radios. 1 strongly believe it was our intent to deliver the original 
radios - which would have resulted in failure the first time used. 

c. Temp ext equip - fixed FLIR and agreed to check in to compatibility of all the other 
equip and get back to me. Chances are most of the other equipment vvill not pass requirements 
thereby forcing the CG to change its mission destinations. Carol Boser (and sub sequentially 
MS2 legal) said no problems have occurred yet on the 5 fields 123s. 1 asked if any have sailed in 
extreme environments and she said she didn’t know. She said if we find a problem - we vvill fix 
it. How is this satisfactory? 

d. Tempest - CG passed instrumented tests even though proper cables not used and the 
original visual A Tempest inspection failed. 1 doubt that this system actually passed the standard 
electrical Tempest checks. If this system is not up to standards all the CG and DoD classified 
communications will be compromised when the CG is involved, even during simple monitoring, 
of communications. 

i.We knew we ordered the wrong cables before we asked Bollinger to tun them on the ship. We 
should have ordered the correct cables and worked the cost issues with the CG. 

e. PCA - agreed to fix 

f Pattern of performance by Deepwater program management and engineering leadership 

i. Excused performance due to schedule/budget pressures and poor processes 

ii. Excused things people said - “people say stupid things” 

I . When PJ Messer said “it wasn’t our fault the customer didn’t catch our camera blind 
spots” - is this something we dismiss that easily? 

g. Retaliation - Carol in formed me that there was no data to support. As my appraisals 
reflect that sometimes I push too hard on issues she didn’t see a problem. 

h. Overall - Carol Boser - engineer on investigation - told me that management was under 
tight schedule and budget constraints and were working in an environment that had poor 
processes. As such she thought their actions were understandable and acceptable. She did not 
think management’s behavior displayed any patterns of poor judgment or ethical breeches. Carol 
did mention that if any problems are found down the road they would be fixed. 

i. Response 

i. Bad process, tight schedules and budget issues are not a get out of jail free cards. Suggesting 
such- in light of the issues described here - is ridiculous. None of these is enough of an excuse to 
excuse us from the most basic ethical considerations. I knew these things were wrong and could 
be fixed - why wouldn’t the same standard be applied to program managers and chief engineers? 
Are my standards too high? Are they too high for homeland Security and the nation? 

ii. Why would we put CG in such a difficult and compromising position? They should never have 
been asked to accept any of this. 

iii. All of these issues could have been solved before the first boat delivered with minimal schedule 
risk. We knew these issues existed 6 months before delivery and weeks before installation 
began. We created this crisis by making bad decisions and then forcing ourselves and the 
customer in to a box. 

iv. I have been told, in many forums, that Lockheed Martin has an “unyielding” ethics policy. How 
is the scenario unfolding here not yielding? Are they merely policies of convenience? 
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v. As these issues were brought up over 6 months before the delivery of the first boat and 
installation had not yet begun we could and should have rectified these issues before delivery. 
There would have been cost and schedule impacts but they would have been justified and far 
cheaper to fix then than now, 

vi. Waiting until problems are found later - (per Carol Boser) this meant we would wait until actual 
system failure. Most likely this would occur during a mission. Is this acceptable? 

vii. l believe that the product we are delivering will result in injury to crew members and/or the 
general public and major security/communications compromises down the road. It is very 
unfortunate that the customer was put in a position to have to accept this situation, 1 believe that 
LM and the CG need to revisit the situation and find a way to rectify it. If we do not there will 
be severe fallout which both of us will have to answer for. 

viii. l believe we have only converted 5 out of 49 123’s. We should ensure that future boats are 
delivered to the originally intended spec and figure out a way to back fit the others. 

Opinions/Suggestions/Observations 

The information below has been provided so I can put forth an explanation for how and why 
things occurred. I understand fully that most of these are only my opinions but 1 believe they are 
consistent with the facts. I believe it is important to convey these opinions as they might help us 
understand the depth and root causes of the problem so we can go forward and correct them, 

• From the beginning I believe this project suffered from an extensive lack of technical 
expertise. As such the proposal was recklessly under bid (I say recklessly because it far 
exceeded any realistic chance of success - far beyond normal proposal challenges we take to be 
competitive) 

o I believe this lack of expertise stemmed from an organizational arrogance that led to a 
severe underestimation of the work at hand. What we did was leverage our Aegis success. 

While this is an excellent strategy we went loo far and assumed that since the DW effort was 
considerably less complicated than Aegis - that it would be easy to do. While 1 believe it is true 
that the effort is less technically challenging than the Aegis effort one still needs to know what to 
do. We did not bring an adequate level of C4ISR expertise on to the job, 
o Additionally 1 believe these leaders lost their way. I believe that Aegis has a culture that 
expects/demands the highest ethical standards. That culture makes it virtually impossible to 
stray. When left on their own these leaders became lost and found they had to think on their own. 
They made the wrong choices. 

• If the organization had chosen to fix all these issues when presented in (he summer/fall of 
04 we would have been able to do so on the first boat and leverage those fixes forward. Those 
changes would have caused a cost/schedule impact but those impacts are far less than we would 
have to experience now because we have fielded several 123’s and have completed CDR for the 
WCS. Additionally we could have been seen as being proactive - now we will be seen as not 
only making a crucial sophomoric mistake but we were late. Additionally we could be accused of 
hiding information or misrepresenting the facts. 

• 1 believe the organization compromised its ethical standards in order to save face. I 
believe that in doing so we put the USCG/Homeland Defense and the general public at risk 

• 1 believe that my management chain, at the time, should have supported me once 1 made 
my case technically and/or contractually. I believe it was incumbent upon them to assist me in 
doing the right thing for the project instead of informing me that 1 was doing the right thing, 
wishing me luck and standing on the sideline. 

• On several occasions individual contributors as well as program management and tech 
leads told me they felt 1 was doing the right thing but they would not get involved out of fear of 
retribution. One PM, who was just coming on the job during these events, actually told me he 
thought we were making “stupid” mistakes by taking the course of action we were on and 
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promised me he would look in to the situation. Two days later, after meeting with senior PM, he 
told me we would stick with the “design of record’ and told me he could no longer help me. 

• During the winter of 03 I tried, on several occasions to see the DW chief engineer on 
these issues. He refiised to return 3 phone calls and several emails requesting a meeting. It was 
not until 1 got to Carl Bannar and he was directed to see me that he did. When asked why he 
wouldn’t see me he said that he assigned that to another engineer who apparently didn’t do his 
job well. I said that was fine in the beginning but that it was incumbent upon him to see me 
when he knew I was going to see Mr. Bannar because I was not satisfied with the responses I 
was getting. I told him I thought he purposefully avoided me and that that was unprofessional 
and contributed to the problem. He had no response (this is the same chief engineer that refused 
to send me the data he promised and then insinuated I was mischarging when I kept pushing) 

• I believe that the legal and ethics organizations are not acting in the best interest of the 
company in these matters. 1 believe that each level of management simply trusts the one below 
them and that ethics and legal are falling in to the same pattern by defending them. I believe that 
MS2/Deepwater program and engineering management, MS2 and corporate ethics and legal 
would be better served by looking for what the right long term solution is and not looking to 
defend the positions of those who made the decisions they got us where we are. It cannot and 
should not be in the best interest of LM to continue down the path we are going. 

• 1 believe I have been dealt with unfairly and unethically. 1 believe 1 suffered 
organizational retaliation and that this process - being 1 .5 years since the problems came to light, 
has taken entirely too long. 

Background 

• Relevant experience 

o US Navy - 6 years as a communications electronics technician. Specialized in the ASW 
communications area. This involved going through the navy’s longest and most extensive ‘C’ 
school. The system involved complete C3 systems. Certified in 3 eryptos and Tempest. I then 
went on to work at the Guam and Diego Garcia communications stations and earned several 
awards and medals for doing so 

o US State Department - 1 .5 years as a Communications Engineer. Spent 6 months of that 
time as the communications engineer for the counter tenorism group 
o Lockheed Martin 

■ Systems Engineer - worked classified LAN/WAN projects as well as aircraft simulation 

efforts and A/W training suite design. Last SE responsibility was as SE leads for the DW 123 
effort 

• Project Lead - lead several aircraft simulator upgrade efforts as well as being the SW 
project Lead for Aegis baseline 6 Phase 111. (For which 1 earned several Aegis Excellence and 
business Excellence Awards. Most notably was for successfully completing the baseline 6 Phase 
111 Incentive effort) 

• Currently SW engineering manager for IS&S/ISC2 (predominantly NORAD efforts). 

Previously 1 was SW project lead for the NORAD CS2 effort. 

In closing 1 would like to reiterate my commitment to see that the right thing is done for our 
customer and shareholders and I will pursue every means available to me to ensure that happens. 
Post 9/111 believe the mission of the U.S. Coast Guard and Homeland Security has become our 
nation’s highest priority. As such Lockheed Martin should ensure that the products we provide 
ensure that mission succeeds now and well in to the future. 
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From email titled - Email to Robert Stevens - 5/4/2005 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From; Maryann Lavan 
To: Michael DeKort 

Mr. De Kort: 

Your e:mail to Mr. Stevens of April 28, 2005 was referred to me for review and handling. 1 
appreciate that you have devoted much time and effort in pursuing your concerns about the 
Deepwater Program. I would like to meet with you in person to hear and respond to your 
concerns. Are you available for a meeting in Bethesda, Maryland at Lockheed Martin Corporate 
Headquarters on Tuesday, May 10th, from 11:30-12:30? 

Sincerely, 

Maryanne R. Lavan 

Vice President-Ethics and Business Conduct 


From email titled - Deepwater Ethics Issue - Please Read - 1/17/2006 
Pasted from outlook - no header 
From: Michael DeKort 
To: Robert Stevens 


Mr. Stevens 

First let me say that this will be the last unsolicited correspondence I send you pertaining 
to Deepwater matters. Given your position and constraints on your time 1 know 1 am asking quite 
a lot of you to indulge me by reading this correspondence. I also realize this letter is long. I 
wanted to make sure that should you decide to read it you are fully informed. 

I have been struggling for some time on how I should formulate this letter. 1 am fully aware that 
the odds are stacked very heavily against me. We have 2.5 years of investigations, your VP of 
Ethics and the MS2 Deepwater organization telling you all is well. Having said that I will 
endeavor to convince you otherwise by laying out the issues and a brief synopsis on how we got 
here. What we have here is the questionable competence at the lowest levels and a chain of 
command which simply wanted to trust the judgment of those below them. In this case that was 
an incredibly bad decision. This entire episode has snowballed and with every day we lose 
valuable time needed to turn this around. My background as a communications technician for the 
US Navy, a communications engineer for the US State Department (embassy/consulate 
communications and the leading engineer for the counter terrorism group) and as a systems 
engineer/project manager for Lockheed Martin tell me we have put our company, our customer 
and the general public at risk by leading our customer in to accepting these systems as designed. 
There are several critical safety and security issues involved which will lead to severe 
consequences for Lockheed Martin, Homeland Security, the US Coast Guard and the general 
public down the road. 

Technical issues summary - Deepwater 123 effort 
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• Exterior equipment survivability - There is a risk that the majority of the equipment will not 
survive the environmental temperature extremes. Several Nav, Sensor and Communications 
systems will fail. This will cause serious safety issues, 

• Tempest - Shielded Cables - The proper cables were not installed in the secure 
communication circuits. This will cause serious security issues 

• Surveillance Cameras - We installed a video surveillance system with two significant blind 
spots over the pilot house/bridge. This will cause significant security and safety problems 

• FLIR Cable - We installed the wrong cable type in the FLIR system. The cable was not 
designed to survive environmental extremes. This is a serious safety issue 

Issues Detail 

Exterior equipment survivability - The majority of the exterior mounted equipment will not 
survive the environmental temperature extremes 

• Late in the project, months after the design was approved and equipment purchased, we 
received our environmental and Tempest requirements (this in itself is very troubling). One of 
the requirements was to ensure that all the equipment and cabling we installed on the exterior of 
the vessel could survive Sea State 5 and temperatures from -40 to +125 deg (f). 

• Upon receiving these requirements I immediately asked my IPT Leads to double check all 
the equipment to see if we had any issues. They were directed to look at all Sensor, Nav and 
Comm equipment. 

• The very first device we looked at - the FLIR - would not survive below -5 deg. 

• Management was then informed about the situation senior management directed me and my 
people to stop looking in to whether or not the rest of the equipment would survive the elements. 
They also directed that the FLIR design would stand as is. As the “Design of Record”. 

• After 2.5 years - the organization decided to fix the FLIR. Flowever details were not 
provided on whether the rest of the equipment met specs or if we convinced the CO to lower the 
requirement. 

• 1 believe that we either lessened the requirements or gun decked the solution. This could 
mean that the Sensor, Nav and Communication systems are at risk. (Especially when these boats 
deploy to Alaska or warm regions such as Guam or even the Persian Gulf area) 

• All of the systems the CG currently have met these requirements. We will be severely 
degrading the performance of these vessels 

• Note - The engineer your ethics office assigned to this case, along with your legal 
department, sent me a letter stating there are no long term issues because several of the boats 
have been doing fine during their sea trials. Sea trials conducted in the Gulf of Mexico. 1 hope 
this gives you serious pause. The Gulf of Mexico is about 80 deg all year around. It never sees 
any of the extremes called out by the specs. This is exactly the kind of reckless engineering the 
Deepwater team utilized to get us in the predicament we are in now. The first time these boats 
get to cold waters and there is significant sea spray - the majority of the systems will fail. 

• This situation exists not only for several boats that are modified but for the 41 or so that we 
haven’t even started on yet. (I believe we are not yet on contract for boats 6-49.) 

Tempest - Shielded Cables - The proper cables were not installed in the secure communication 
circuits. This will cause serious security issues 

• Again - well after the design review and the equipment was purchased - we received our 
Tempest requirements. Those requirements called for the standard set of military sea going 
requirements - shielding, grounding, bonding, separation of equipment etc. 

• The Chief Engineer on the effort had directed months before that we not buy shielded cables 
because they were too expensive. The requirements were never changed. 
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• Until this point we had not involved anyone who had a Tempest background on the project 
even though they worked in the organization. 

• Note - Ship’s Integration had prepared a report on what our Tempest solutions should be. 
They did an excellent job given the engineer had never worked Tempest before (The Tempest 
engineer they had on staff was not asked to participate). The report stated shielded cables must 
be used. 

• 1 have a Tempest background - in the Navy and Department of State - as well as 4 crypto 
designations. The report made sense to me. Standard ops. 

• Management was informed that we needed to buy shielded cables or change requirements 
(something that I have never seen or heard of being done) they informed me that the design of 
record would stand. 

• Sometime later we brought on the Tempest engineer from Ships Integration to perform a site 
inspection. He failed us in several areas including shielded cables. 

• Management decided to wait until the instrumented test to see if we could pass. No effort 
was made to buy or install shielded cables based on the visual test failure. 

• 2.5 years later. Again I have been given none of the technical details I was promised. 
However 1 was able to independently ascertain that shielded cables have not been installed. 

• Recently I have contacted several Tempest inspectors around the country. All of (hem told 
me the chances of passing a test were extremely unlikely without these cables. 

• 1 believe LM and the USCO have either gun decked the tests or lowered the requirements. 
(Check every other CG or Navy ship in the fleet now and see if they have shielded cables in their 
secure comm systems. I guarantee you they do. We took shielded cables off these boats when 
we installed the non-shielded cables.) 

• As the USCG now has a requirement to be able to communicate with DoD and several other 
agencies this puts all of those agencies at severe risk. Any foreign government monitoring these 
boats - from shore or from ’’fishing boats” will be able to pick up all the communications from 
these boats. Since we have no shielded cables these boats will emanate like an antennae. The 
communications heard will be in the clear and easily understood. This means that those listening 
will pick up any and all communications DoD or any other organization has even if these ships 
are simply monitoring those circuits. 

• The CG not only accepted this for the current boats but did so for the 41 boats we haven’t 
touched yet or procured cables for. 

Surveillance Cameras - We installed a video surveillance system with two significant blind spots 
over the pilot house/bridge. This will cause significant security and safety problems. 

• LM and ICGS received requirements to install 2 mast mounted movable cameras, (an 
implementation used for quite some time in the USCG) 

• Originally ICGS was supposed to procure the cameras and install them and LM was to 
provide the video and control circuitry - as well as the shore connection box 

• The cameras purpose was to permit remote monitoring of the boat when in a USCG port. No 
watch standers would be required 

• Arguments ensued between us and ICGS on who would buy the cameras. 

• I requested that LM to take over this effort to stay on schedule 

• A decision was made to install 4 fixed cameras on the pilot house. While 1 like this idea, as 
one could not ‘sneak’ around a moving camera, I knew that management was assuming each 
camera had a 90 deg field of view. I asked Ships Integration to utilize the camera specs and 
ships design to plot the views. They came back and said that the cameras did not afford a 90deg 
field of view and as such there would be blind spots. These blinds spots were are 1 1 and 2 
o’clock - directly over the pilot house^^idge windows. The blind spots were over 10ft wide on 
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the deck and hundreds of yards wide to the horizon. I told management we needed to install 1 
more camera and shift the existing forward camera over to cover the blind spots. Management 
said the “Design of Record” was 4 cameras. (No cameras had been purchased or installed yet) 

• Management responded by telling me there was no 360 deg requirement. My response was 
that it was common sense and that the USCG currently had ships with 2 masts mounted moving 
cameras that supplied 360 deg of view. 

• Management stuck to their position. But did permit me to talk to the USCG tech rep. 

• The CG Tech Rep - feeling the same schedule pressure - relented and said the blind spots 
would be acceptable because the pilot house/bridge windows could be locked. I told him 
someone could plant a charge on the boat undetected - for which he had no answer- or get in to 
the pilot house by breaking a window. The rep said we would detect the broken glass on the 
floor and perform and inspection. 

• Again keep in mind that one more camera would have solved this - at an expense of under 
$ 1 000. (If you asked for a video surveillance system for your house - would you want a blind 
spot over your front door?) 

• Some time after this the CG security inspector inspected the boat. His report stated the boat 
didn't have the standard 2 camera mast solution but that he had 4 fixed cameras and it looked 
like the boat had 360 deg views. (This established that 360 deg view was a requirement) 

• After reading this report I informed management that the 360 deg requirement was indeed 
valid and that we had an obligation to tell that inspector we had 2 blind spots 

• Management said it was not our fault the inspector missed the blind spots or that they wrote 
and conducted a faulty test 

• This situation puts the crew of that boat in harms way. Especially if they decide to stick with 
their original plan of not having a watch stander on board (Ethics told me they might decide to 
add a watch slander due to this problem. Why would LM permit the USCG to lessen the original 
requirement? Again - they have 360 deg solutions on other boats. We are severely degrading 
existing capability) 

• 2.5 years later. The CO has accepted the design. All 49 boats will have the blind spots. 

Even the 41 boats we haven’t touched yet or procured equipment for. 

FLIR Cable - We installed the wrong cable type in the FLIR system. The cable was not 
designed to survive environmental extremes. This is a serious safety issue 

• Forward looking Infrared - used for foul weather navigation 

• We installed a cable that is not meant for outdoor use. 

• The direction from senior leadership was that this was the “Design of Record” 

• 1 asked that we swap it out for one meant to survive the elements. 

• Management refused to swap out the cable and said we would replace it when it fails, 

• This cable is going to fail when the crew needs it most 

• All 49 boats are planned to use this cable. 

Summary of Issues 

Individually each of these problems can, and I believe will, cause serious safety and 
security problems for the USCG (given that 49 or more of these boats will have one or more of 
these issues the odds are pretty good there will be a catastrophic failure). Each of these issues 
could have been solved before the first boat was completed. I do not believe this is what 
Lockheed Martin is or should be about. It is easy to say we observe the highest ethical standards 
- but apparently not as easy to do so. It is not a matter if these things happen but when. (The 
worse part is that we have the talent in the company to do this right and most of the solutions are 
COTS and not that difficult to engineer.) Ethic’s response that the USCG has accepted each one 


39 



379 


of these problems is a very weak argument and a cop out in my opinion. 1 believe the lower 
level officers of the CG accepted this because we put them in a position of being late or being 
over budget if they did not do so and thereby put them in a difficult position with their seniors. 
The USCO and by proxy the public has secured our services to supply a product that ensures the 
mission of the USCG is paramount. Our actions have put that mission at risk. 

How we got here 

• LM decided to leverage our Aegis reputation to win this effort. Therefore a decision was 
made not to have other orgs, who had C4ISR backgrounds, bid this job as prime. While 1 
understand leveraging LM’s well deserved Aegis reputation I think this decision laid the 
groundwork for the problems I described. I believe management thought that as this effort was 
far easier to engineer than Aegis - we made the mistake of thinking it was so easy we didn’t 
need subject matter experts. As such none of our PM or Senior Technical Leadership team had 
C41SR experience (nor did most of our IPT engineering leadership) 

• Very early on the team realized they had schedule and budget issues. 

• The 1 23 effort was the first. The design review was held on schedule - but prematurely. 
Most of the requirements had never been flowed to the design team by Systems of Systems. 

• In spite of this the design was completed and equipment purchased. All of the problems 
described above (as well as several others, with lesser severity, 1 did not brief you about) were 
now set in to motion. 

• 1 was brought on board just before install. As I have a C4ISR background and some success 
at resurrecting red efforts I was made the lead SE for the 123 effort. 

• The management team refused to fix the issues described above to stay on schedule, ensure 
costs would not rise and to make sure Northrop didn’t have anything to use against us (this was 
stated several times by senior management) 

• As such everything snowballed. Leadership on the project had no intention of fixing these 
problems because announcing they existed would demonstrate their questionable competence 
and the fact that they were ethically challenged. Now they would not only have to explain that 
they missed some “easy” design decisions but that were late and putting the customer at risk. 

• After several years and investigations I am now writing you. I believe we are where we are 
because management is supposed to be able to trust those below them. You trust your ethics 
officer to do the right thing and she trusts those below her - and so on. The Deepwater 
leadership made some very bad decisions. There were pressures put on those people to make 
schedule. They did not have the background to do the job and had no interests in anyone finding 
that out. When mistakes were made at the lower levels their management supported them. Then 
upper management supported them - and so on. Where does that leave us now? Given the 
severity of the issues and the embarrassment that would ensue due to our incompetence anyone 
who stepped forward now believes they would be doing so risking their careers and their senior’s 
careers. (1 know several members of leadership on that team who have admitted to me we have 
done the wrong thing). 1 am fully aware that on the face my accusations - given the opposition 
and the absurdity of some of the claims - seem preposterous. What are the odds that one guy is 
right and everyone else is wrong? As I stated before playing the odds in this case is a very big 
mistake. (Again - these designs are now planned to be used on all 49 of the 123’s. Additionally 

I believe some of them are being used on other vessels as well. This would mean the majority of 
the new CG fleet will have severe mission capability degradation) 

• Lastly - at no point in this process has anyone demonstrated that my position on the original 
requirements or my suggested solutions is not technically accurate or is not the best option for 
the customer or Lockheed Martin. Each and every solution I recommend is in keeping with the 
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original requirements and/or DoD norms. The pushback has centered on the schedule, costs or 
what the customer would or could accept. 

• Case in point 

• Let me give you one more example of the teams questionable technical competence, 
desperation and ethical fortitude 

• Issue - VHP radios for the SRP (Zodiac boats) 

• The 123 had a requirement to lengthen from the previous 1 10’ to accommodate a 
Zodiac boat. These are pontoon type diving boats, with no overhead protection, meant to be 
used by boarding crews and for rescues 

» They had the same Sea State 5 and temperature requirements as the 123. (Given your 

background 1 am sure you realize these boats go out in very tough conditions and get soaked) 

• Our “Design of Record’ was to use a Ross VHP radio for their primary 
communications. Their reason - the CG liked the radio on the 270’ boats. Keep in mind that is 
inside that boat - on the bridge - and not exposed to the elements. 

• When I came on board an engineer told me the radio could not be used out of doors. I 
verified this with the vendor - who told me the radio could not be used outside at all 

• When challenged on this management responded by stipulating it was the “Design of 
Record”. 

• I pushed on this issue for 6 months. I went through every level of my chain - 
multiple times - no one would help me (Even though most of my leadership said I was doing the 
right thing) 

• The very week 1 was scheduled to talk to the MS VP the USCG asked us to test the 
radios in bad weather. We shorted 4 radios out in front of the customer. 

• After that test the decision was made to scrap the radio and use the one that originally 
came with the Zodiac, This means we had convinced the CG to remove a radio that was meant 
for foul weather and for them to purchase a new one (In fairness the Ross radio did have one 
feature the CG wanted. However it was not more important than survivability) 

• If it had not been raining that management team would have delivered that boat with 
the Ross radio. That radio would have failed the first time the CG was using it in the rain or in 
heavy sea states (sea spray). This could have put the CG and public at risk. 

• This episode is a clear example of what the Deepwater management team was all 
about. They didn’t care about the safety or security of the crew; they put their own self interests 
above that of the CG and general public. 

Recommendations 

1 hope, after reading this, you are asking yourself if it’s possible 1 am correct and if so I 
hope you then ask yourself - what the hell are we doing? 

I am asking you to play against the odds and look in to everything I have stated here. 1 am 
asking you to assign someone with an actual C4ISR background to look in to these issues. The 
question here is not whether we are contractually or legally covered - it is whether or not we are 
doing the right thing. In the court of public opinion or if reviewed by experts in the industry or 
under the scrutiny of a federal investigation would it be viewed that we met our moral, ethical 
and professional obligations? 1 believe the right course of action here is to work with the USCG 
fix the current vessels and ensure that the designs for the future vessels are sound. As the CG 
will be using these vessels for decades performing thousands of missions I believe we have no 
other choice. Additionally we need to look at each and every position on these teams and see if 
we have the right individuals in the leadership and technical positions. The Deepwater leadership 
team took advantage of the system and manipulated the entire program and these investigations 
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in an effort to cover up their mistakes and shortcomings. They went so far as to convince the 
customer that these compromises were in no way harmful to their mission - unfortunately the 
customer went along with this scenario. 

I realize these are severe charges and I should and expect to be held accountable for all of them. 

I believe your ethics team, your engineer, the MS2 ethics director (whose finding after 5 months 
of investigation was that none of my charges had merit) and the leadership of MS2 all tried very 
hard and found ways to defend the decisions of those made below them. Everyone was playing 
the odds and relying on those below them to be competent and ethically sound. This is the 
essence of how this snowball was created. I am asking you to stop its journey before it becomes 
an avalanche. 


Michael De Kort 

ISC2 Software Engineering Manager 


Letter from Scott MacKay LM corporate council - 3/1/2006 
Retyped and only partial quote 

“. . ,1 have concluded that; (1) the corporation has thoroughly and exhaustively investigated you 
allegations; (2) 1 concur with the conclusions reached by prior investigations that your 
allegations were unsubstantiated; and (3) the corporation considered the matter closed except to 
the extent it is asked to respond to the Coast guard or other government agencies regarding those 
allegations...” 
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Letter to Board of Directors - 4/4/2006 

Included material given to Robert Stevens earlier - will not include again here 


Michael DeKort 
Principle Engineer 
Lockheed Martin IS&S 
169 Walters Creek Drive 
Monument, Co 80132 
719-488-8608 h 
719-277-4257 w 


Nominating and Corporate Governance Committee 
Lockheed Martin Corporation 
680! Rockledge Drive, MP 200-10 
Bethesda, MD 20817 


To whom it may concern, 

I am writing you looking for your assistance in clearing up several critical safety and 
security issues on the MS2 Deepwater Program. Enclosed is text from one of the emails 1 have 
written to Mr. Stevens on the topic. All of the details are enclosed in that email. I should tell 
you upfront that Lockheed’s position to date has been that all of my allegations and assertions 
are baseless. However, the Inspector General for the Department of Homeland Security is 
looking in to the matter, at my request, and has recently informed me that they believe, after 
questioning the Coast Guard and inspecting one of the boats, that all of my allegations and 
assertions are accurate. In addition to this I have been contacted by the officers who are now in 
charge of the Deepwater Surface Assets division and they have informed me that they are 
cooperating fully with the IG, that several of my allegations have merit and that they are very 
concerned. 1 am telling you this to avoid your dismissal of my allegations out of hand. As such I 
ask, for the good of the company, the stockholders and the customer, that you look in to the 
matter independently and work with the USCG and DHS IG to discover the facts and get 
Lockheed Martin back on the right track before the IG takes the case to the US senate, as their 
process dictates, hearings begin and this issue becomes public knowledge. 

The text below is from an email I sent to Robert Stevens. This is the same text I sent to the DHS 
IG, the GAO, the Commandant of the USCG, the Commanding Officer of the 8 boats in question 
and the congressmen and senators responsible for the relevant appropriations committees. Both 
the IG and GAO have contacted me and are investigating the issue. If you have any further 
questions please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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Response from Board of Directors - 6/26/2006 
Scanned - portion retyped here 

Dear Mr. DeKort 

This responds to your undated letter to the Nominating and Corporate Governance 
Committee of the Lockheed Martin Corporation Board of Directors, which was received by the 
Corporate Secretary’s office on April 21, 2006. 

The Board considers the issues addressed in your letter and determined that the 
Corporation’s responses to those issues, beginning in October 2004 and continuing to the 
present, were appropriate and no further action is warranted. Each of the issues has been 
disclosed to the Coast guard and the resolution of each issue was coordinated with and was or is 
being resolved to the satisfaction of the Coast Guard customer. 

Sincerely, 

James B. Comey 
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Response to DHS IG 123 C4ISR Report 


My response to the IG findings - notes 
Overall 


• The IG agreed with all of my points technically and contractually on two of them 

" In the past LM and the CG have said that my issues “had no merit”, “were baseless” and 

that the CG had closed all the matters contractually. 

• The report states that LM self-certified a known faulty C41SR system - one that would 
cause safety and security issues which would pul the CG and nation at risk 

• The report states that the CG was unaware of some issues and their ramifications as late 
as 2006. This is incorrect. LM and the CG were notified about every one of these issues by me 
in 2003. They were notified through official briefings and the shared ICGS problem reporting 
system. 

• I was told by LM before being removed from the program and the Matagorda was 
accepted that all of my issues would be clearly identified on the acceptance documents - the DD- 
250s, Given the outcome of the report it appears they did not do so, 

■ I contend that the ICGS parties conspired to not only deliver all 49 123s and all 91 SRPs 
in this condition but were, or are, headed down the path of making the same systems match on all 
of the other sea going assets like the NSC and FRC (dictated contractually by the Systems of 
Systems approach). I believe they did this knowingly and willfully. 

• To this day - as the report sates - none of the issues had been fixed on any of the 123s. 
While the parties concerned may say this is due to the hull cracks and the ships being taken out 
of service - they did not know this until after the first two (or more) boats were delivered. (The 
IG supports this by stating that the parties had no knowledge at the time I raised these issues and 
they were delivering them on them first couple boats that the hulls would crack and all 8 123s 
would go to Key West) 


Specific report points 
Low Smoke 

■ I submitted the issue to the IG but didn’t push it in the video etc because I thought it was 
going to be waived. Apparently the IG doesn't think it should be- which I agree with. 

• The IG agrees with my allegations regarding this issue and believes the waiver should not 
be approved. There are 80 some of these incorrect cables on the 123s. They are a safety 
problem. 


Ext Equipment 

• The IG says that 30 items on each 123 and 12 on each SRP do not meet requirements 

■ The report states that the requirements for the boats to survive and operate in extreme 

weather are "not really beneficial". I believe this statement demonstrates their incompetence and 
willingness to put the CG in harms way in order to further their corporate goals. They made this 
statement because the first 8 123s went to the Keys where the weather is not as extreme as other 
places. The IG debunks this by saying the boats were not originally destined for the Keys until 
hull problems popped up - which was after the first few boats were delivered. 
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• When I brought this issue up in LM by telling them the first system we looked at, the 
FLIR, did not meet requirements LM directed me and my IPTs to stop looking in to whether or 
not the equipment met specs. It was not until over a year later - during the third internal ethics 
investigation looking in to the matter that LM started looking in to it. (There were three ethics 
investigations because I kept pushing up the chain after each lower level investigation said none 
of ray issue had merit. I stopped at three because the corporate VP of ethics ran that 
investigation. Upon receiving the same answer after that investigation I went to the CEO and 
Board of Directors. Neither of which was satisfactory either) I believe this led to the notification 
to the CG that a problem may exist (but wasn’t important or contractually stipulated according to 
them) in 2006. 

• At the time of the second ethics investigation the LM engineer and council assigned told 
me in writing that the problem was not severe because the boats were in the Keys. Again - All 
of the 123s and most of the boats sent to the Keys were not meant to go there. My comment to 
them at the time was that I never said the boats wouldn’t survive in “bath water” and that there 
suggestion that because of this there was no problem demonstrated their incompetence. 

• The report says that the CG did not know about the problem until July 05. This is 
incorrect. I told them in the winter of 03. Proof - 1 have an official problem report logged in a 
system they used as well as LM. 

• The IG states that LM incorrectly stated that the entire set of requirements did not exist 
when they self-certified. LM also states that certifying was a waste of money and time. 

• The report says that had the CG read the LM self-certification documents the fact that 
there were issues would not have escaped their attention. Again- the CG was informed in late 03 
and I can prove it 

TEMPEST 

• The report states that while the cables I suggested are the best option the contractor is not 
bound to use them and that the cables they did use passed the Instrumented Testing even though 
the Visual Tests sowed they were wrong 

• I have been told that the Instrumented Tests mentioned may have been falsified or never 
completed 

• I have been told by several TEMEPST experts that there is no precedence for this type of 
cable being used in a TEMPEST environment nor for it to pass the tests 

• Compare the cables to what is used in DoD and State Department systems of the same 
type. I worked in both organizations and know that I the same systems they us the braided 
shielded cable (or other measure to accommodate other cable types). 

• I was told by the IG this summer that the CG refused to honor the IGs request to rerun the 
tests with them as witnesses 

• I was told that LM used the correct cable on the 270’ boats effort. I was told we did not 
use the right cables on the 123s because they were not bid. 

• Over 100 of the wrong cables were used on the 123s 

• The requirements specifically call out TEMPEST requirements from 1972. There have 
been dozens of updates since. Why use such an old version? 

■ 1 notified LM about this problem months before the first boat delivered. They were 

clearly informed o the risks as well. 

• The WPB-1 23 OAA Final Report from the Navy COMOPTEVFOR Test Group Sept 29 
2004 clearly shows the TEMPEST tests had not passed as of Sept 04 - months after the first 2 
boats delivered. Months after LM told me they Instrumented Test had passed (in spite of failing 
the Visual Test). 1 believe this clearly demonstrates my allegations were correct. (A Latter 
addendum showed they passed - based on what?) 
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■ If the TEMPEST environment is not correct these ships will broadcast classified 
information - which is clearly understandable without crypto equipment - for thousands of miles 
over HF radio circuits, around the globe on satellite and through the entire internet due to 
SIPRNET. Every government org who uses these systems - DoD, NSA, CIA, State, FBI, DEA, 
DHS etc will have their communications compromised. (This will happen because of bleed over 
between cables. Something the shielding prevents.) 

• The Matagorda had shielded cables on the boats before the upgrade began for some of the 
secure circuits. We put those systems back on the boat with the non-shielded cable. This means 
we knowingly degraded those existing systems 

Cameras. 

■ The IG agreed there is less than 360 coverage but say 360 degree coverage isn't 
mandated. They say that 360 deg isn't in the contract nor is the number of cameras. This is 
factually incorrect. NGs contract calls out 2 cameras that were to mast mounted, remotely 
controllable and pan-tilt and zoom. Maybe the OIG missed it thinking it was a LM requirement 
since LM provided the cameras? The CO told me it was written that way to duplicate the exact 
system already in use on other boats. Those boats had 360 deg coverage with that 
implementation and Lockheed knew that 

• From an LM contract letter to ICGS 

Paragraph 3.3.7. 1 of the 123 Surface Asset Performance Specifications contains a 
requirement for the cutter to receive, distribute and display video and that the video 
cameras shall be remotely viewable and controllable from multiple locations. The work 
share with respect to this requirement is as follows. Lockheed Martin must include within 
the C4ISR infrastructure the capability to receive, distribute and display video. The 
shipyard is required to provide the cameras. 

During the proposal, Lockheed Martin understood that the shipyard planned to provide up to four 
(4) remotely controllable video cameras and included this capability in the proposal 
documentation. However, in meetings with Lockheed Martin personnel that occurred during the 
third and fourth quarter of 2003, the shipyard advised that it intended to provide two (2) fixed 
cameras, in an effort to meet its contractual scope, Lockheed Martin proceeded with a C4ISR 
infrastructure design that inciuded the capability to accommodate four (4) remotely controllable 
cameras. At the 123 WPB CDR in December 2003, Lockheed Martin was directed by the USCG 
to change the design to accommodate two (2) fixed cameras 

■ The OIG says that it is disturbing that LM would knowingly install a system with blind 
spots and that the CG would accept it. They mention being concerned about other assets/boats in 
this area. It also says that the CG should change the contract for future boats. The comments in 
my doc 1 sent to you still apply here. 

• I have a PowerPoint slide that shows that LM thought that the less than 360 deg 
implementation was a problem and reported it as such. If there was no requirement why report 
to the CG there was a problem? 

■ The security inspector for the CG inspected the system and said we had 360 deg 
coverage. 1 have that email. If 360 deg isn’t a requirement why was he looking for it and 
reporting on it? (At that point LM directed me not to tell them he was wrong. After I pushed 
they allowed me to see the Tech Rep Joe Michel. He said that the blind spots were acceptable 
because we could lock the windows of the pilot house below the blind spots. He said if anyone 
gained access we would see broken glass. I challenged that by saying that someone could simply 
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attach a charge to the side and never go on the boat. He agreed and said LM would need a 
waiver. If 360 deg wasn’t a requirement why would he ask for a waiver?) 

• 1 have the official program trouble reports that were written to document the problems 
less than 360 deg would cover. If there was no requirement to have 360 deg why was I permitted 
to write a problem report on that? 

■ History - why did we go to 4 cameras? When we decided to help NO by buying the 
cameras we asked to have them install them on the mast. They refused (even though it was their 
requirement) and said that if we forced them to do so it would require a new center of gravity 
study for the mast and that would slip schedule and cost money - which Lockheed would be 
responsible for, After this LM decided to try to find another way instead of simply tell NO to 
satisfy their own requirement. Why did we do that? We actually neglected to design and install 
the equipment to control the cameras - we only installed the video circuits. They wanted to hide 
that fact. At this point LM management decided on installing 4 cameras. Why 4? Because they 
knew we had a 360 deg requirement and they assumed that 4 cameras - with a 90 deg field of 
view - would add to 360 deg. (Again - someone needs to ask them why they went with more 
than 2 and decided on 4). At that point I told them their assumption may not be correct because 
the field of view on each camera may not be 90 deg and given everything on the pilot house 
there may not be a place to install all 4 cameras without blockages. I asked them for a week to 
look in to it. At that point they decided to tell the CG 4 cameras would work. If a fifth camera 
were purchased and installed there would be no blind spots. 

• As Deepwater is a System of Systems design (SoS) are we saying that every ship they 
build - every FRC, NSC etc - can delivered with a camera surveillance system that has blind 
spots over the most critical part of the boat - the bridge? Remember the 123 would set a 
precedent for design and implementation. Every asset is required to have implementations match 
unless there is an overriding reason not to. The 123s set the precedent for many systems. (I also 
believe they would repeat the same design/implementation to avoid getting caught. A change 
would mean violation to SoS which would require explanation and therefore discovery and 
validation of the problem). 

Non- weather proof VHP radios for the SRPs. Not mentioned. 

• We bought 9 radios for the first 9 boats and 5 of them after I told them they weren't 
waterproof and that doing so would put the SRP crews at risk. This issue more than any other 
demonstrates how far LM intended to go with covering up the issues and knowingly putting the 
crew at risk in doing so. (1 am sure the reason the IG didn't mention this is because we actually 
didn't deliver the radios. This was due to a coincidental act of god just before the Matagorda 
delivered. It rained during testing and we shorted 4 of them out. At that point we had to change. 
Had it not rained I assure you we would have delivered and they would have failed during the 
first bad weather mission) 

• Background 

o When I came on board an engineer told me the radio could not be used out of doors. 1 
verified this with the vendor - who told me the radio could not be used outside at all 
o When challenged on this management responded by stipulating it was the “Design of 
Record”. 

o I pushed on this issue for 6 months. I went through every level of my chain - multiple 
times - no one would help me (Even though most of my leadership said I was doing the right 
thing) 

o The very week I was scheduled to talk to the MS VP the USCG asked us to test the radios 
in bad weather. We shorted 4 radios out in front of the customer. 

o After that test the decision was made to scrap the radio and use the one that originally 
came with the Zodiac. This means we had convinced the CG to remove a radio that was meant 


48 



388 


for foul weather and for them to purchase a new one (In fairness the Ross radio did have one 
feature the CG wanted. However it was not more important than survivability) 
o If it had not been raining that management team would have delivered that boat with the 
Ross radio. That radio would have failed the first time the CG was using it in the rain or in heavy 
sea states (sea spray-waves). This could have put the CG and public at risk. 


DD-250S 

■ These are critical documents that are supposed to show deficiencies in the product at 
delivery. LM told me every one of my issues would be documented in there. If they were that 
would demonstrate that LM knew I was correct about the requirements. One would not 
document deficiencies against non-binding requirements. On the other side if none of these 
issues showed up that would mean LM hid information. 

ICGS cooperation 

■ While the report states that the parties cooperated fully I do not believe this occurred until 
after the press stories about my video were released or they are not being completely 
forthcoming here. The IG told me in June of 06 that the CG and LM were not cooperating, that 
they could not get the data asked for nor could they get access to the boats to rerun the 
Instrumented TEMPEST tests. 

While I agree with some of the overall findings and the Low-Smoke and External Equipment 
Survivability issues 1 believe they are factually incorrect in some of their assessment of the 
TEMPEST and Video Surveillance issues. Additionally 1 believe they did not show - and should 
have - the level to which the contractor and the CO colluded to deliver systems with known 
safety and security issues and to cover that fact up. The C41SR problems are examples of 
systemic problems on the program. The ICGS parties involved have demonstrated themselves to 
be incompetent and ethically, technically and professionally bankrupt. Also - the IG told me 
very clearly that the CG and LM were not cooperating with their investigation, They could not 
get data they asked for or run re-tests they asked for. 1 think they may have simply done the best 
with what they had. Additionally the IG did not investigate the systems on other assets such as 
the NSC. As this is a SoS design - all like systems need to be common. As such there are 
probably design flaws with the FRCs, OPCs and NSCs. 
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Project Notes 


Running Notes 

Technical issues summary - Deepwater 123 effort 

• Exterior equipment survivability - There is a risk that the majority of the equipment will 
not survive the environmental temperature extremes. Several Nav, Sensor and Communications 
systems will fail. This will cause serious safety issues. 

• TEMPEST - Shielded Cables - The proper cables were not installed in the secure 
communication circuits. This will cause serious security issues 

o SIPRNET 

• Surveillance Cameras - We installed a video surveillance system with two significant 
blind spots over the pilot house/bridge, This will cause significant security and safety problems 

• FLIR Cable - We installed the wrong cable type in the FLIR system. The cable was not 
designed to survive environmental extremes. This is a serious safety issue 

• Low Smoke cables - none were used. Safety risk. Poisoning of crew during fire 

• PCA - 80% of cables mislabeled on ship 1. Will cause maintenance and repair problems. 
Could result in equipment failure. 

Issues Detail 

Exterior equipment survivability - The majority of the exterior mounted equipment will not 
survive the environmental temperature extremes 

• Late in the project, months after the design was approved and equipment purchased, we 
received our environmental and TEMPEST requirements (this in itself is very troubling). One of 
the requirements was to ensure that all the equipment and cabling we installed on the exterior of 
the vessel could survive Sea State 5 and temperatures from -40 to +125 deg (f). 

• Upon receiving these requirements 1 immediately asked my IPT Leads to double check 
all the equipment to see if we had any issues. They were directed to look at all Sensor, Nav and 
Comm equipment. 

• The very first device we looked at - the FLIR - would not survive below -5 deg,(Later 
fixed?) 

• Management was then informed about the situation senior management directed me and 
my people to stop looking in to whether or not the rest of the equipment would survive the 
elements. They also directed that the FLIR design would stand as is. As the “Design of 
Record”, This means we do not know if any of the other equipment have any environmental 
survivability issues (temp, hiunidity, shock/vibe etc) 

• Third ethics investigation - VP of Ethics admitted there was a FLIR problem (even 
though final report said unsubstantiated). Agreed to fix it and look in to all other equipment. 
Agreed to provide me specifics on ail equipment that failed. Later recanted that agreement. Due 
to this I did not trust that the FLIR or anything else would be fixed. 

• I believe that we either lessened the requirements or gun decked the solution. This could 
mean that the Sensor, Nav and Communication systems are at risk. 

• All of the systems the CG currently have on the 110s met these requirements. We will be 
severely degrading the performance of these vessels 

• Engineer assigned by ethics office, along with the legal department, sent me a letter 
stating there are no long term issues because several of the boats have been doing fine during 
their sea trials. Sea trials conducted in the Gulf of Mexico. The Gulf of Mexico is about 80 deg 
all year around. It never sees any of the extremes called out by the specs. This is exactly the 
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kind of reckless engineering the Deepwater team utilized to get us in the predicament we are in 
now. The first time these boats get to cold waters and there is significant sea spray - the 
majority of the systems will fail. 

• This situation exists not only for several boats that are modified but for the 41 or so that 
we haven’t even started on yet. 

• Reqs specifically call out Sea States, shock/vibe standards, humidty and temp range. 

• I was informed by NG and the IG in 2006 that the FLIR was fixed and that a “top side 
study” was being on the rest of the externally mounted equipment. 

• What did the NSC do? What is the FRCs design? 

• IG report backed up my technical and contractual allegations 

• Fraud ? 

o LM knew before Matagorda delivered 

o LM said it would be in DD-250 
o Not in DD-250 

o IG said CG didn’t know until 7/2005 -1.5 years after Matagorda delivery 
o 3'’’ ethics investigation said-verbal- that there was an issue and a topside study would be 
done. NG told me confidentially the study was done 
o FLIR fixed? 

o Comments LM made about cert not needed - requirement exaggerated 


TEMPEST - SIPRNET - Shielded Cables - The proper cables were not installed in the secure 
communication circuits. This will cause serious security issues for all government organization 
who use them 

• Again - well after the design review and the equipment was purchased - we received our 
TEMPEST requirements. Those requirements called for the standard set of military sea going 
requirements - shielding, grounding, bonding, separation of equipment etc. 

• The Chief Engineer on the effort had directed months before that we not buy shielded 
cables because they were too expensive (not bid). The requirements were never changed. 

• Until this point we had not involved anyone who had a TEMPEST background on the 
project even though they worked in the organization. 

• Note - Ship’s Integration had prepared a report on what our TEMPEST solutions should 
be. Tliey did an excellent job given the engineer had never worked TEMPEST before (The 
TEMPE ST engineer they had on staff was not asked to partic ipate). The report stated shielded 
cables must be used. 

• I have a TEMPEST background - in the Navy and Department of State - as well as 4 
crypto designations. The report made sense to me. Standard ops, 

• Management was informed that we needed to buy shielded cables or change requirements 
(something that I have never seen or heard of being done) they informed me that the design of 
record would stand. 

• Sometime later we brought on the TEMPEST engineer from Ships Integration to perform 
a site inspection. He failed us in several areas including shielded cables. 

• At first management agreed to fix the visual failures. He asked us to do an impact and 
resolution document. The result was that most of the fixes would add significant cost and 
schedule. Upon hearing this management decided to wait until the instrumented test to see if we 
could pass. No effort was made to buy or install shielded cables based on the visual test failure. 

• 2.5 years later. Again I have been given none of the technical details 1 was promised. 
However I was able to independently ascertain that shielded cables have not been installed. 
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• I have contacted several TEMPEST inspectors around the country. All of them told me 
the chances of passing a test were e.xtremely unlikely without these cables. 

• I believe LM and the USCG have either gun decked the tests or lowered the 
requirements. 

• We took shielded cables off these boats when we installed the non-shielded cables. 

• As the USCG now has a requirement to be able to communicate with DoD and several 
other agencies this puts all of those agencies at severe risk. Any foreign government monitoring 
these boats - from shore or from ’’fishing boats” will be able to pick up all the communications 
from these boats. Since we have no shielded cables these boats will emanate like an antennae. 
Additionally - we could retransmit clear bleed over information from other circuits. The 
communications heard will be in the clear and easily understood. The CG not only accepted this 
for the current boats but did so for the 41 boats we haven’t touched yet or procured cables for. 

• I have learned recently that the test results may have been falsified by the test branch of 
the USCG. They walked away from the cabling until the required reading was obtained. Instead 
of taking the readings near the cables - they were taken from the pier. 

• SIPRNET - DHS IG report states the contractor admitted there were issues but that they 
could not be fixed without rendering the system inoperable. LM said the system could function 
or be secure - but not both 

• The SIPRNET certification organization, in April 2006 - well after the boats became 
operational - gave ICQS 45 days to correct the problems or the accreditation would be pulled. 1 
do not believe all the problems have been fixed yet. 

• 10 told me they asked for an independent test 6/06. CG refused. Did not know at the 
time the boats were unusable due to cracks. Why not let IG run test? 

• Aluminum/Mylar? No precedence for use in TEMPEST 

• What did the NSC/FRC do? 

• IG said shielded would have been better. No req for shielded? What about all cables 
failing visual? Instrumented test rigged? 

Surveillance Cameras - We installed a video surveillance system with two significant blind spots 
over the pilot house/bridge. This will cause significant security and safety problems. 

• LM and ICGS received requirements to install 2 mast mounted movable cameras, (an 
implementation used for quite some time in the USCG) 

• Originally ICGS was supposed to procure the cameras and install them and LM was to 
provide the video and control circuitry - as well as the shore connection box 

• The cameras purpose was to permit remote monitoring of the boat when in a USCG port. 
No watch standers would be required 

• Arguments ensued between us and ICGS on who would buy the cameras. 

• 1 requested that LM to take over this effort to stay on schedule 

• A decision was made to install 4 fixed cameras on the pilot house. While 1 like the idea 
of fixed cameras, as one could not ‘sneak’ around a moving camera, 1 knew that management 
was assuming each camera had a 90 deg field of view. (I later learned we went for fixed cameras 
because LM did not include the control circuitry). I asked Ships Integration to utilize the camera 
specs and ships design to plot the views. They came back and said that the cameras did not 
afford a 90deg field of view and mounting in favorable locations would be an issue due other 
items installed on the pilot house. 1 was told there would be blind spots. These blinds spots were 
are lo and 2 o’clock - directly over the pilot house/bridge windows. The blind spots were over 

1 Oft wide on the deck and hundreds of yards wide to the horizon. I told management we needed 
to install 1 more camera and shift the existing forward camera over to cover the blind spots. 
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Management said the “Design of Record” was 4 cameras. (No cameras had been purchased or 
installed yet) 

• Management responded by telling me there was no 360 deg requirement. My response 
was that it was common sense and that the USCG currently had ships with 2 masts mounted 
moving cameras that supplied 360 deg of view. 

• Management stuck to their position. But did permit me to talk to the USCG tech rep. 

• The CG Tech Rep - feeling the same schedule pressure - relented and said the blind 
spots would be acceptable because the pilot house/bridge windows could be locked. I told him 
someone could plant a charge on the boat undetected - for which he had no answer- or get in to 
the pilot house by breaking a window. The rep said we would detect the broken glass on the 
floor and know someone got on. I then suggested one could attach a charge to the side and not 
have to be on the boat. He said that was a good point and said we would need a waiver. 

• One more camera would have solved this - at an expense of under $1000. (If you asked 
for a video surveillance system for your house - would you want a blind spot over your front 
door?) 

• Told other boats had 360 with implementation mentioned in spec 

• Some time after this the CG security inspector inspected the boat. His report stated the 
boat didn’t have the standard 2 camera mast solution but that he had 4 fixed cameras and the boat 
had 360 deg views. (This established that 360 deg view was a requirement) 

• After reading this report I informed management that the 360 deg requirement was 
indeed valid and that we had an obligation to tell that inspector we had 2 blind spots 

• Management said it was not our fault the inspector missed the blind spots or that they 
wrote and conducted a faulty test 

• Have copy of LM contract letter that quotes the NG requirement for 2 cameras 

• This situation puts the crew of that boat in harms way. Especially if they decide to stick 
with their original plan of not having a watch slander on board (Ethics told me they might decide 
to add a watch slander due to this problem. Why would LM permit the USCG to lessen the 
original requirement? Again - they have 360 deg solutions on other boats. We are severely 
degrading existing capability) 

• 2.5 years later. The CG has accepted the design. All 49 boats will have the blind spots. 
Even the 41 boats we haven’t touched yet or procured equipment for. 

• What did the NSC do? Plan for FRC? 

• IG admonished CG/LM for knowingly installing blind spots. Found no requirement for 2 
cameras or 360. IG incorrect see above. 

FLIR Cable - We installed the wrong cable type in the FLIR system. The cable was not 
designed to survive environmental extremes. This is a serious safety issue 

• Forward looking Infrared - used for nighttime and foul weather navigation 

• We installed a cable that is not meant for outdoor use. 

• The direction from senior leadership was that this was the “Design of Record” 

• I asked that we swap it out for one meant to survive the elements. 

« Management refused to swap out the cable and said we would replace it when it fails. 

• This cable is going to fail when the crew needs it most 

• All 49 boats are planned to use this cable. 


VHF radios for the SRP (Zodiac boats) 
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• The 123 had a requirement to lengthen from the previous 1 10’ to accommodate a Zodiac 
boat. These are pontoon type diving boats, with no overhead protection, meant to be used by 
boarding crews and for rescues 

• They had the same Sea State 5 and temperature requirements as the 123. (Given your 
background I am sure you realize these boats go out in very tough conditions and get soaked) 

• Our “Design of Record’ was to use a Ross VHP radio for their primary communications. 
Their reason - the CG liked the radio on the 270’ boats. That is inside that boat - on the bridge - 
and not exposed to the elements. 

• When I came on board an engineer told me the radio could not be used out of doors. I 
verified this with the vendor - who told me the radio could not be used outside at all 

• When challenged on this management responded by stipulating it was the “Design of 
Record’’. 

• 1 pushed on this issue for 6 months. I went through every level of my chain - multiple 
times - no one would help me (Even though most of my leadership said I was doing the right 
thing) 

• The very week I was scheduled to talk to the MS VP the USCG asked us to test the radios 
in bad weather. We shorted 4 radios out in front of the customer. 

• After that test the decision was made to scrap the radio and use the one that originally 
came with the Zodiac. This means we had convinced the CG to remove a radio that was meant 
for foul weather and for them to purchase a new one (In fairness the Ross radio did have one 
feature the CG wanted, However it was not more important than survivability) 

• If it had not been raining that management team would have delivered that boat with the 
Ross radio. That radio would have failed the first time the CG was using it in the rain or in heavy 
sea states (sea spray). This could have put the CG and public at risk. 

• This episode is a clear example of what the Deepwater management team was all about. 
They didn’t care about the safety or security of the crew; they put their own self interests above 
that of the CG and general public. 

• IG report did not mention this because it was resolved by going back to the original radio 
before delivery 

PCA 

QA sampling demonstrated that 80% of the almost 500 cables were incorrectly labeled. 
This would cause maintenance and repair problems. 

• When notified about this management refused to make corrections. Said it was the 
shipyards issue even though we gave them the incorrect labels. Management also stated that the 
problem would only affect LM personnel since we were responsible for depot maintenance and 
repair. 

How we got here 

• LM decided to leverage our Aegis reputation to win this effort. Therefore a decision was 
made not to have other orgs, who had C41SR backgrounds, bid this job as prime. While I 
understand leveraging LM’s well deserved Aegis reputation I think this decision laid the 
groundwork for the problems 1 described, I believe management thought that as this effort was 
far easier to engineer than Aegis - we made the mistake of thinking it was so easy we didn’t 
need subject matter experts. As such none of our PM or Senior Technical Leadership team had 
C4ISR experience (nor did most of our IPT engineering leadership) 

• Some lower level engineers has experience. Too few - too late. Others worked very 
hard but deck was stacked against them 
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• Very early on the team realized they had schedule and budget issues. We under bid 
drastically 

• The 1 23 effort was the first major effort. The design review was held on schedule - but 
prematurely. Most of the requirements had never been flowed to the design team by Systems of 
Systems. 

• In spite of this the design was completed and equipment purchased. All of the problems 
described above (as well as several others, with lesser severity, I did not brief you about) were 
now set in to motion. 

• I was brought on board just before install. As I have a C4 background and some success 
at resurrecting red efforts I was made the lead SE for the 123 effort. 

• The management team refused to fix the issues described above to stay on schedule, 
ensure costs would not rise and to make sure Northrop didn’t have anything to use against us 
(this was stated several times by senior management) 

• As such everything snowballed. Leadership on the project had no intention of fixing 
these problems because announcing they existed would demonstrate their questionable 
competence and the fact that they were ethically challenged. Now they would not only have to 
explain that they missed some “easy” design decisions but that were late and putting the 
customer at risk. 

• I believe we are where we are because management is supposed to be able to trust those 
below them. You trust your ethics officer to do the right thing and she trusts those below her - 
and so on. The Deepwater leadership made some very bad decisions. There were pressures put 
on those people to make schedule. They did not have the background to do the job and had no 
interests in anyone finding that out. When mistakes were made at the lower levels their 
management supported them. Then upper management supported them - and so on. Where 
does that leave us now? Given the severity of the issues and the embarrassment that would ensue 
due to our incompetence anyone who stepped forward now believes they would be doing so 
risking their careers and their senior’s careers. (I know several members of leadership on that 
team who have admitted to me we have done the wrong thing). 
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Overall Timeline 


Date 

System 

Doc Tilte 

Author/Org 

Data 


12/1/2002 Tempest 


1/1/2003 

Overall 



1/20/2003 

Tempest 

Quick Look 

JoAgag 

3/15/2003 

Tempest 


Stan Ralph 

3/20/2003 

6/18/2003 

Tempest 

Eval Tempest 
Req 

JoAgag 

OeKort 

7/16/2003 

Overall 


PonticellD 

7/23/2003 

Overall 

123 Req Matrix 

DeKort 

7/23/2003 

Overall 

M.OI 

DeKort- 

McLaverty 

8/11/2003 

Camera 

Tempest 

IDS 123 Status 

DeKort- 

McLaverty 

8/25/2003 

Cameras 


DeKort 

8/28/2003 

Cameras 

IDS 123 Status 

DeKort- 

McLaverty 

9/8/2003 

Cameras 

IDS 123 Status 

OeKort- 

McLaverty 

9/15/2003 

Cameras 

IDS 123 Status 

DeKort- 

McLaverty 

10/24/2003 

Radio 


DeKort 

12/4/2003 

Overall 


Haimowitz 

12/8/2003 

Radio 

Camera 


DeKort 

12/9/2003 

Tempesi 


Sheridan 

12/11/2003 

Tempest 

Tempest 
investigation 2 

OeKort 

12/30/2003 

Overall- all 
issues 

Risk email 

DeKort 

1/7/2004 

Overall 


DeKort 

1/12/2004 

Radios 


DeKort 

1/15/2004 

Tempest 

123 Tempest 
Repwri 

DeKort-Jones 

1/16/2004 

Tempest 

Response to 
Ron Porter 

OeKort -Jones 

1/20/2004 

Tempest 

Response to 
Ron Porter- PM 
chop 

DeKort -Jones 


Second meeting with government on Tempeel- see Sheridan rtem beiow 
12/9/2003 

Design remw complete • estimated dele 
Early assessment on major areas of concern. Calls out shielding as 
necessary 

Directed team to move on without shielded cables {from emaii 1/26/04 frcnn 
Rabinowitz 

Report delineales her ass^sment of Tempest requirements and design 
suggestions - She had no Tempest background - Persons with Tempest 
background were not asked to be part of the effMl 

Joined te»n • as scheduler • estimated date 
Fnt day as Lead SE 

Started working INC 1 subset INC 0 requirements set 
Started sending MLOl out 

First status (that I have) that we briefed to LMrfCGS/CG - Cameras- shows 
we would delete the cameras/ Tempest- develop ceri plan/ PCA Open 
Issues risk- 

Started questioning use of only 4 cemeras- 
Slktes say we were going to provide 360 deg coverage with 4 csneras. 
Foimd out that 4 cameras had blind spots. Management then backed off 
360deg req- stopped mentioning 360deg and camera issue in next 2 
reports 

Matagorda Delivery Date Moved to 15 Dec 

Status mentions Joe Michel sent CO view pictures to get approval for blind 
^ots. C6 said it was OK but as of 2/OS diey had not signed off 
Notified manager - Lany Finnegan - that there were problems-slipping and 
radio 

LM org change 

Started notifying my matnx chain of command about issues • asking for 
help- Cameras, Radios 

Sheridan's email states- originaHy only t Secret circuit NETVfS then added 
Stf*RNET and COMDEC. Customer told LM not to worry about Tempest 
(November) - then in December LM told to do Tempest 

My assessment of the situation. Sent out in emails 


Staled entering Risks in database for all issues. 

Had notified entire chain of issues several times * went to Tech Ops 
director (acting) Jay Hansen several times with no success. Now asked org 
for reassignment 

Notihed management that i had informed CG about issue - after they 
asked me if there were more risks. PMO now allowed me to get 
raincoat/mic - not new radios 

Our response to the CG findlirgs FAILED Visual Test - management 
decided lo wart to see if we pass instrumented test 
Our response to Ron porter's assessment > he was ICGS 
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1/21/2004 

FLIP 

DeKort 

Started email trait on trying to replace cable after PMO said we would 
replace it v^n 1 broke 

1/22/2004 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

DeKort 

Tech Ops Director- Jay Hansen- tells Jay Haimowtz to have me enter 
issues in risk database- informed Jay 1 had 

1/29/2004 

Cameras 

DeKod 

CG inspector declares that he tested the system and has 3G0deg 
coverage. Asked management to inform him we do not and that we need 
to inform him. Management tells me it's their fault they missed it and wrote 
a bad test 

1/30/2004 

Cameras 

iaccio 

LM test lead tells me there are blind spots and that CG Inspector never 
lo^ed for them 

2/5/2004 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

DeKort 

Sent my manager-Larry Finnegan- emaii stating 1 think we are go'mg to get 
DO-2^ signed without resolving issues or declaring them as open items 

2/5/2003 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 


Finnegan raises issue to my Director {SW) Jack Ryan who then talked to 
PMO Tom Rogera 

2/9/2003 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

Cappeito 

Confirmed meeting with QA to discuss issues 

2/11/2003 

Radios 

DeKort 

Tc^ 123 PM-McLaverty that 1 am not comfortable with ralncoat/m'ic option- 
explained 1 settled for compromise instead of getting new radios (Losing 
battle) 

2/11/2003 

2/11/2003 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

DeKort 

Boat 2 half way complete with same Issues from boat 1 

Asked Manager-Finnegan- for help again 

2/11/2003 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

DeKort 

^40 Rogers directs PJ Messer, Doug Wilhekn and McLaverty to talk to 
me about finding way to resolve issues before 1 go to MS2 VP Carl Bannar 

2/12/2003 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

DeKort 

Met with QA who catted QA VP Yvonne Hodge ■ who called MS2 VP Carl 
Bannar and told him we had serious issues. Agreed with me on all issues 

2/12/2003 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

Banner 

Cart Bannar called me after Hodge called him. 1 told him i wanted to gave 
Hansen and 123 leadership until Monday - one more shot 

2/13/2003 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

DeKort 

Reported to Finnegan that the 123 leadership group had agreed to my 
requests - prefer fixing issues but wanted alt to be open DD-250 Hems at 
very least- agreed to close by 2/16 

2/13/2004 

2/18/2003 

Radios 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio Low 

Smoke 

DeKort 

Radios - found out we shorted 4 in Ihe rain while testing with the CG 
Requested meeting with Cart Bannar MS2 VP 

2/23/2003 

Temperature 

DeKort 

Temp issue for first lime - Environmental reqs flowed down - very lale - 
started to question if we met req -40 to * 125 (except radar which had a 
waiver request-do not know if H was ever accepted) 
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2/24/2004 


2/24/2004 

2/14/2004 


2/28/2004 

3/1/2004 

4/1/2004 


4/1/2004 

5/1/2004 


6/23/2004 

9/13/2004 

9/15/2004 

9/17/2004 

9/24/2004 

IOfiJO/2004 

12/2/2004 

12/22/2004 

2/1/2005 

2/4/2005 


3/16/2005 


4/14/2005 


4/28/2005 


5/4/2005 

5/4/2005 

5/10/2005 


5/10/2005 


Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio 

Temperature 


VAIani Joe V^lani - DW Chief Ertgineer sets up appt with me (o woilc issues after 
Bannar directs him to. in previous 4 months Viltani ignored aH my emails 
and phone calls requesting help. Joe agreed to all requests before sell-off 
DO-250 and agre^ to show me closure before seH off. I was rtfnoved 
from the project before seH off and never shown the data 


Risk 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio 

Temperature 


Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio 

Temperature 


DeKort Found out my crKical Risks were deleted from the Risk database 

DeKort Added Temp to issues 


Removed from project 
Delivery of the Matagorda * 7 months late 
Estimated date- was removed from effort arvj given a lower appraraal than 
standard and told I would not be given the same types of work I had 
received before 


One year gap 

Cameras 

Tempest 

Radio 

Temperature 


Pul back on other efforts for a year 

Estimated date - went to rtew Tech Ops director Robert Siedgemileh about 
tssues and retribution. He tiled report vnth HR/EthIcs (based on retribution 
not the issues) 




Started working in new org - IS&S Colwado Springs 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Sent Sledge an email asking when HR/Ethics would be getting to me 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Started sending dala to MS2 HR/Ethics - McIntyre HR 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Began conversalions with MS2 Ethica - John SheRon 

Ethics 


John SheRon came to stie for meeting 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Second lime asking for investigation status • not complete 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Sent letter to SheRon - frustrated with progress- noted several ships were 
now delivered with Issues 

Ethics 

Shelton 

Case Closed- coming to site to debrief me 

Ethics 

Shelton 

Meeiing set for debrtef 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Started discussions with corporate ethica (low level). Shelton had told me 
that he could not subalantiate any of my allegations. Would not give me 
any data. 1 did not have the need to know Told him that wasn't good 
enough. He contacted Gail Allen 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Tdd Gail Allen I was frustraied by lack of progress and that 1 had not been 
contacted by engineer investigating tha issues yet (Carol Boser} 

Gail ANen/Carol Boser meeting in Colorado. Directed to turn over all docs 
al that time Including copies. Earlier Gail Allen had told me 1 could retain 
the data 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Sent email to LM CEO Robert Slovens after meeting wHh Gail Allen/Carol 
Boser. Told hen that their finding thai my allegations were unfounded was 
not acceptable- no data given • did not have the need to know 


Ethics 

Ethics 


Maryanne 

Lavan 

Maryanne 

Lavan 


Corporate VP for Ethics contacts me and says she will look in to the matter 


Sets up meeting in Bethesda - directs me to turn over docs (had not done 
so yet) 

Meeting m Bethesda - Corporate Legal, Ethics and Engineering present. I 
turn o^r docs alter we agree that a Bates' stamped set will be kept in 
Colorado. I am promised access to this data - actions promised - • 


Ethics 


Maryanne Informed i would be fired if I did not turn over data 

Lavan 
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6/3/2005 

Ethics 

Maryanne 

Lavan 

Debrief - actions to be taken • review ali the cables to see why they aren't 
shielded-' ask the customer if they want 360 deg camera coverage- check 
every piece of equipment for environmental compliance - including those 
on other assets- find out what all the lessons learned are and with the 

DW team to fix them- promeed to give me all data 

9/26/2005 

Elhics 

Maryanns 

Lavan 

fnfotmed that everything is handled but 1 would not be given details as 
promised- "Coast Guard fully infonne^- toU i rto longer had a need to 
know 

10/12/2005 

Ethics 

Maryanne 

Lavan 

Infwmed • after objecting to outcome and lack of data- that there are no 
safely or security concerns- admitted that some of my concerns had been 
valid (previous 2 ethics investigations spent a year wfth each saying none 
of my aHegations had merit). ToU "corrective actions were taken" but no! 
told what they were 

12/12/2005 

Ethics 

Maryanne 

Levan 

After pushing for weeks to gel details I am informed that the C6 does no! 
grant me access 

1/12/2036 

Ethics 

Maryanne 

Lavan 

Responds to me by again saying the case is closed, that there was no 
retrXHitlon. excusing Shelton's actions and giving me permission si wrtlir^ 
to seek outside assistance since CG accepted the systems 

1/13/2006 

Ethics 

DeKort 

Sent an email to Robetl Stevens asking him to get involved and reconsider 

1/17/20)6 

Ethics 

DeKon 

Trying contacting Robert Stevens ^ain 

1/19/2006 

Ethics 

MacKay 

VP Lead Council for LM- looking in to matter 
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Good afternoon Mr, Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee. It is a 
pleasure to appear before you today to discuss Compliance with Requirements of the 
Deepwater Contract. I am Debu Ghosh the Executive Officer of the Coast Guard’s Asset 
Project Office (APO) Standard Boats. I am a naval architect with over 33-years of 
experience specializing in the design of high-speed craft. I have been in the Boat 
Engineering Branch of the United States Coast Guard for the last 23 years, serving as the 
Branch Chief for the last 15 years. 

I have a Bachelor of Technology degree in Naval Architecture from the Indian Institute of 
Technology, a Master of Business Administration from Tulane University and a Master of 
Science degree in National Resource Strategy from the Industrial College of the Armed 
Forces. I am a full member of the Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers and 
had previously served on the American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) Americas - Small 
Vessel Committee. 

1 have been involved with the design of patrol boats since 1977. I have worked on the in- 
house designs of many Coast Guard boats, including the 47-foot Motor Life Boat, 49-foot 
Buoy Tender, 120-foot Barge, and 120-foot Heritage Class Patrol Boat. 1 have 
participated in all aspects of the acquisition programs for these boats as well as the 110- 
foot Island Class Patrol Boat, 87-foot Coastal Patrol Boat, 45-foot Response Boat, 
Medium and have supported the small vessel components of the Deepwater Program; the 
123-foot Patrol Boat, the Short Range Prosecutor, the Fast Response Cutter and the Long 
Range Interceptor. 

As the Chief of the Boat Engineering Branch, Equipment Management Division at the 
Engineering Logistics Center, I assign, direct, coordinate and review the work of an 
engineering team consisting of eight engineers. I also supervise the Central Engine 
Overhaul program that is responsible for maintaining a rotable pool of over six hundred 
diesel engines and reduction gears. In addition to technical support for Deepwater, my 
naval architecture team has been responsible for overall engineering, maintenance and 
other non-Deepwater acquisition support for the Coast Guard’s fleet of about five hundred 
standard patrol boats and small cutters, comprising almost two dozen major cutter and 
boat classes. This support includes technical analyses, changes and modifications, 
engineering changes, configuration management, maintenance, testing, evaluation, 
trouble-shooting, and logistics analyses. 

The 87-foot Patrol Boat provides the best example of the Boat Engineering Branch’s in- 
depth involvement in the acquisition process during my tenure as Branch Chief, Branch 
members and 1 provided acquisition support and advice to the Patrol Boat Replacement 
Project from the beginning of the project. Before contract award, I supervised 
development of two notional designs, conducted trade-off studies, both in-house and using 
contractor support, developed sponsor’s requirements, wrote the Request for Proposal, 
Statement of Work, Proposal Preparations, and Proposal Evaluation Factors, and 
developed independent government cost estimates. As a technical evaluation team 
member I developed the technical evaluation plan and evaluated proposals. After contract 
award, I led a team of engineers and provided technical support to the project resident 
office by reviewing all deliverables submitted by the contractor, Bollinger Shipyards Ltd. 

I resolved the structural problems with the mast that failed after the delivery of the first 
cutter, vibration related structural problems with the skeg, and fuel tank pickup problems. 
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As a naval architect in the branch, I participated in the technical review of the detail 
design of the 110-foot Island Class Patrol Boats, which were also built by Bollinger. 
These patrol boats had severe underwater body panel “dishing” problems that occurred 
after the delivery. I was a member of the engineering team that solved the problem. Since 
then the 49 1 10-foot Island Class Patrol Boats have been in service for close to 20 years 
with approximately 2 million hours of operation with no significant structural failures. 

My branch’s participation in the Integrated Deepwater Systems 123-foot Patrol Boat 
program began in the spring of 2002 following the contract award to Integrated Coast 
Guard Systems (ICGS). After Identifying our initial concerns with possible longitudinal 
strength problems, I asked both the contracting officer’s technical representative (COTR) 
and the Bollinger members of the Technical Management Information Team to award 
contracts to the Navy’s Combatant Craft Division because of its experience with similar 
problems that occurred after lengthening the 179-foot Patrol Craft and its earlier 
involvement with the 1 10-foot Island Class Patrol Boat. T also suggested that Bollinger 
consult Vosper Thomycraft because it was the original designer of the Island Class Patrol 
Boats. I was unable to get support for this. However, as the Deepwater contract was a 
performance based contract, the contractor was responsible for the success of the design. 
In addition, the strength calculations submitted by Bollinger showed that the section 
modulus was more than adequate by about a factor of two. Section modulus is a factor 
based on the geometry of a section that determines the strength of a beam. The stress in a 
beam is the bending moment, or load, divided by the section modulus, so the section 
modulus has to be large enough to ensure the stress is below a level that causes failure. 
Nonetheless, I advised Bollinger to study this matter more carefully, due to the unusual 
nature of lengthening a lightweight vessel by adding material aft instead of by adding 
material midships, which is the normal process. An in depth study of critical buckling 
strength, torsion, and similar global strength analyses, in my opinion, would have been 
prudent. 

After the USCGC MATAGORDA failure, the section modulus calculation of the midship 
section submitted by Bollinger was found to be in error and did not meet the American 
Bureau of Shipping (ABS) Guide for Building and Classing High-Speed Craft 1997. 
However, a peculiarity of small, lightweight ships is that buckling of shell plating in 
compression can more readily be a dominant mechanism of failure rather than cracking or 
tearing in tension, as is the case for larger ships. This was the case for the 123, and the 
side shell and deck buckled at a stress level well below the level that would cause 
cracking. 

Modification One, comprising three straps welded on to each side, was performed after 
damage was observed on USCGC MATAGORDA, post conversion. This raised the section 
modulus enough to meet the American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) Guide for Building and 
Classing High-Speed Craft 1997 and to reduce the stress to an acceptable level. The 
straps also increased the allowable buckling load on the critical plates. 

Modification Two was initiated when USCGC NUNIVAK subsequently suffered buckling 
damage at the aft end of the straps added in Modification One. This changed the end 
details of the straps, staggered the ends, increased the plating thickness in way of the ends 
and added additional internal stiffeners to better connect the new structure added during 
lengthening to the existing structure. 
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These stiuctural modifications eliminated the basic deck and side shell problems, but other 
problems have since surfaced, most notably problems with reduction gear-to-shaft 
alignment, buckling of the engine girders, bottom longitudinals and transverse framing, 
cracks in the aluminum deck, and cracks near the main engine exhaust. 

After the USCGC MATAGORDA damage, a private contractor, BMT Designers and 
Planners, Inc, was engaged to perform Finite Element Analyses of the 123-foot Patrol 
Boat structure. These analytic studies were able to almost exactly duplicate the damage 
seen. The modifications were also analyzed. 

Following these studies, it was decided to perform full scale tests to check the validity of 
the modifications. Discussions with the Navy’s Combatant Craft Division were re-opened, 
culminating in a meeting between myself and Combatant Craft Division representatives 
(Mr. Casamassina, Mr. Russell, and Mr. Whitford) at Little Creek, VA on July 8, 2005. 
Mr. Nappi, from Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA, also participated in our 
discussion over the phone for a short duration. Based on their studies of the 1 79-foot 
Patrol Craft, Combatant Craft Division had suggested starting with an idea that the section 
modulus was inadequate, causing excessive stress, which in a broad sense, is correct. The 
179-foot Patrol Craft problem, though similar in root cause (lengthening the vessel 
causing increased bending nioment) had a different failure mechanism, cracking of the 
structure in the deck due to tension in hogging, so the initial speculations of Combatant 
Craft Division were based on this experience. However, the 123-foot Patrol Boat is 
buckling due to compression in sag, which creates differences in subtleties that Combatant 
Craft Division has not had the opportunity or funding to study or understand. Shortly 
afterwards, in response to a request by Combatant Craft Division, 1 invited Mr. Whitford 
to visit a damaged cutter at Savannah, GA. 

Combatant Craft Division proposed an extensive test program and analysis that cost 
roughly five times more than a simpler, but comparable program proposed by the BMT 
Scientific Marine Services, Inc. Even at this point, funding for studying the 123-foot 
Patrol Boat was limited and I was unable to justify the higher cost. BMT Scientific 
Marine Services, Inc was also the contractor for testing the 179-foot Patrol Craft, so it was 
selected for the trials. An additional consideration was that BMT Designers and Plaimers, 
Inc had already performed numerous analytic studies of the 123-foot Patrol Boat and 
would therefore be well-suited for the phase of the contract relating the sea trials data to 
the analytic results, whereas Combatant Craft Division would have to repeat the process of 
setting up and validating a Finite Element Analysis model, since it uses different software. 
There was also concern that Combatant Craft Division would need considerable time and 
effort to get up to speed on the differences between the 1 79-foot Patrol Craft cracking and 
the 123-foot Patrol Boat buckling when BMT Designers and Planners, Inc. had already 
done this. 

Subsequently, a variety of tests, analyses, and reviews have been performed including 
independent third party verifications and reviews. Assessment of these analyses indicates 
that the problems are due to some combination of shear, torsion, and “C-channeling” 
(structural instability of the upper side and deck edge) working together in a complicated 
manner. Vibration dynamics and transverse loading may also play a role. The 
mechanisms of failures: buckling of the side shell and deck, buckling of the engine 
girders, bottom longitudinals and transverse framing and the resultant problems with 
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reduction gear to shaft alignment, are all interacting in a complex fashion, and even Finite 
Element Analysis is unable to accurately predict all of these complex interactions. I was 
directed to consult the original designer of the 1 10-foot Patrol Boat, VT Shipbuilding, and 
engaged them as a third party reviewer. I also formally and informally engaged many 
other experts on this project including experts on ship structure at the U.S. Naval 
Academy and at University of California, Berkley. Though all of these experts initially 
thought that this was a simple matter of inadequate section modulus, after extensive study 
all agreed with me that the problem is not so simple as just increasing section modulus. 
This is obviously an afterthought, since the very first modification increased the section 
modulus substantially but problems continue. 

Nevertheless, the contractor was advised initially that this was potentially a complex 
problem, and that extensive study was required to do this safely. It is very important to 
note that there is as yet no fully quantitative analysis that unequivocally confirms the 
mechanisms of damage, or their relative importance, other than the initial buckling failure, 
especially as regards the shaft alignment and bottom internal stmcture. The argument for 
each individual mechanism and the relative role of each rests on a combination of 
circumstantial evidence and a process of elimination. After analyzing all additional 
infomiation, the Coast Guard’s Engineering Logistics Center has developed a solution that 
might address all of the possible mechanisms of damage; add a stiff beam in a closed tube 
to the upper edge of the deck. 1 believe this will address the major structural problems, but 
1 cannot provide complete certainty that this will work, or that there are no otlier 
unanticipated problems. Unfortunately, this uncertainty is the result of doing such an 
unprecedented modification to a light weight, high speed craft. 

1 believe this shows that the Coast Guard has to have more direct responsibility for, and 
control of, future acquisitions, and that the Coast Guard has to rely more on the experience 
of existing, proven vessels, and the experienced designers of these specialized high speed 
craft. This had been the practice that produced the successful 87-foot Patrol Boat and the 
original 110-foot Island Class Patrol Boat, and is the strategy that Coast Guard is now 
following for the Replacement Patrol boat (FRC-B). 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. 1 will be liappy to answer any 
questions you may have. 
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Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee. It is a pleasure to 
appear before you today to discuss Compliance with Requirements of the Deepwater Contract. 

I am Lieutenant Commander Chad Jacoby. I served as the Program Manager for the 123-foot 
Patrol Boat (WPB) conversion project from July 2004 to October 2006. In this position I 
managed the delivery task orders (DTOs) under the U.S. Coast Guard’s Integrated Deepwater 
Systems contract that pertained to the production, delivery, and warranty support of the 123-foot 
Patrol Boats. 

During my tenure as Program Manager, I supervised the delivery of CGC ATTU, CGC 
NUNIVAK, CGC VASHON, CGC MONHEGAN and CGC MANITOU, managed contracts with 
engineering fimis to diagnose structural issues, administered the one year warranty period on all 
eight delivered patrol boats, and managed the contract modifications to install structural upgrades 
on the patrol boats. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I will be happy to answer any 
questions you may have, 
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Testimony before the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure 

Wednesday April 1 8, 2007, at 2:00 pm in Rayburn House Office Building, room 2167 

Dr. Leo S. Mackay, Vice President and General Manager, Coast Guard Systems 

Lockheed Martin Maritime Systems & Sensors 

1530 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 210 Arlington, VA 22209 

Telephone: 571 2183418 

Introduction 

Thank you for the opportunity to explain the progress we are achieving on the U.S. Coast 
Guard’s Integrated Deepwater System program. We are part of a team accomplishing important 
work for the nation and we are deeply grateful for your continuing support as the safety of our 
nation depends on this critical program. Each of us, in accomplishing our daily tasks on the 
program, has a deep sense of the importance of achieving the very best for the Coast Guard and 
our nation. 

Overview 

The capabilities we are providing to the Coast Guard through the Integrated Deepwater System 
are already enabling US operational forces to perform more effectively, providing increased 
operational readiness, enhanced mission performance and safer working environment. Recent 
customer statements show how well the upgrades, equipment and new capabilities are being 
received: 

• HH-65 Helicopter Re-Eneinine - "Restoring this kind of reliability and stability to our HH-65 
fleet is a crucial milestone in improving readiness. The fact that it’s being accomplished 
ahead of schedule reflects a true team effort by industry and our engineers, acquirers and 
operators." 

• Legacy Cutter C4ISR Upgrades - “The Deepwater Upgrade provides vastly improved 
communications and interoperability. In the past year this ship has operated fiom above the 
Arctic Circle to well below the equator. We have enjoyed 24/7 real time links to operational 
commanders and data base management regardless of our physical location. The upgrades 
have proven to be tough, dependable, and easily maintained." 

• National Security Cutter C41SR Training Center - “The contrast between our tools of 1983, 
and the tools of the future ships like the BERTHOLF is significant. 1 remember analog radar, 
message traffic by teletype, paper charts and maneuvering boards, Polaroid cameras, and 
slow criminal history checks by EPIC. No cell phones, no email - imagine that. I remember a 
true sense of independent operations. We were proud, but probably not as effective as we 
might have been if we had the tools of today. By contrast, our new National Security cutters 
will train ... on computerized digital sensors, radar and charts, live sharable digital video, 
message traffic by PC, voice communications with anyone, clear or secure, and real time 
criminal histories and intelligence checks. They will benefit from a sense of connectedness 
and systemic information sharing making their days at sea safer and more efficient. The CG 
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will have increased Maritime Domain Awareness to identify threats, and a Common 
Operating Picture to act when necessary - all to protect our coastlines and our citizens.” 

• Maritime Patrol Aircraft - “Today’s delivery of the first MRS MPA is a critical milestone in 
our ongoing efforts to acquire and deliver more capable and interoperable assets and systems 
to our Coast Guard crews. When this aircraft and others like it enter operational service, they 
will help to narrow our existing gaps in maritime surveillance in many important ways.” 

The Deepwater program, which was recently expanded to account for post-9/ 1 1 requirements, is 
delivering and is making a real difference — impacting drug seizures and migrant interdictions 
and saving lives. At the same time, we understand the Integrated Deepwater System will 
continue to evolve. To meet this ongoing challenge, Lockheed Martin is applying a disciplined 
system engineering appixtach to the program. This will continue to be vital for achieving mote 
robust capabilities given fiscal realities - a one-asset-at-a-time recapitalization approach would 
be unaffordable. Lockheed Martin is committed to providing our best talent and capabilities for 
supporting the Coast Guard. 

Lockheed Martin is primarily responsible for four Deepwater domains: System Engineering & 
Integration, C4ISR (the command and control network). Logistics and Aviation (refurbishment 
of existing assets and production of new assets). We believe maintaining emphasis on the 
implementation of the D^pwater system-wide eonunand and eontrol network. C4ISR 
(Command & Control, Computers, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnmssance) is very important. This is the network “glue” that permits various assets 
including ships, aircraft and shore stations to work together to more effectively and efficiently 
achieve a common purpose. 

Key Achievements 

We are making good progress and are delivering significant new and upgraded capabilities. At 
the same time, we recognize the system level effects of networking are essential to achieving the 
level of mission performance needed by the Coast Guard. Lockheed Martin is accomplishing 
high rates of software re-use as well as system commonality and integration by the rigorous 
application of proven system engineering processes and capabilities. In addition, we are 
managing implementation of support systems for all Deepwater program domains. The Lockheed 
Martin team is working closely with our Lntegrtited Coast Guard Systems, LLC (ICGS) joint 
venture partner, Northrop Oruitunan, to ensure that electronic equipment developed and 
produced under the cognizance of the C4ISR domain is appropriately configured for installation 
on the ships. 

Deepwater C4ISR is the enabler for the integrated system and is the major contributor to 
improved performance. It permits the Coast Guard to operate effectively with DoD, DHS, state 
and local government agencies. C4ISR establishes the ability to achieve mission success as it 
provides coordinated tactics, integrated intelligence, multi-agency interoperability and common 
situational awareness necessary to fulfill the missions with the currently planned force mix. 
These capabilities are needed for all Deepwater assets including ships, aircraft, and shore site 
command centers. C4ISR is being introduced to the fleet in three phases. 
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Every one of the Coast Guard’s 12 high-endurance and 27 medium-endurance cutters have 
received phase one and two command and control system upgrades - giving the fleet markedly 
improved capability to seize drugs, interdict migrants and save lives. As for shore sites, there are 
a total of 12 on contract to receive upgrades: two Communication Area Master Stations, eight 
Districts, one Sector and Headquarters. 

Use and reuse of Commercial-Off-The-Shelf, Govemment-Off-The Shelf and fielded maritime 
systems are being maximized for commonality and interoperability. The application of off-the- 
shelf software permits Deepwater to take advantage of the rapid changes in the commercial 
market place and the investments which commercial firms make in their best of class 
technologies. This will facilitate Coast Guard interoperability with civil and international 
systems, a key consideration given their mission mix. The National Security Cutter is using 75 
percent of the U.S. Navy’s Open Architecture Command & Decision System. The Command & 
Control System for Maritime Patrol Aircraft employs more than 50 percent of the fiinctionality 
of the Navy’s P-3 Anti-Surface Warfare Improvement Program. The Operations Center consoles 
on the National Security Cutter utilize more than 70 percent of the design of the Navy’s UYQ-70 
display systems. Use and reuse of available software and systems is the key to commonality. In 
addition, this approach takes greatest advantage of the work undertaken with the Navy to 
establish the best Human System Interface including workspace ergonomics, viewing 
characteristics, input devices and overall system architecture. 

The common architecture deployed across multiple types of assets allows for commonality of 
equipment and software systems and supportability of the entire Deepwater system. In general, 
the Deepwater C4ISR architecture ensures an open systems approach for design and 
implementation, providing a true ‘web enabled” inlrastructure. The Deepwater architecture 
adapts to technology insertion and enables the progression to future Coast Guard wide C4ISR 
architectures. In ports and coastal areas, one of Deepwater’s most significant capability 
enhancements will be its robust C4ISR system. It is a fimdamental building block in improving 
the Coast Guard’s ability to maintain maritime domain awareness focused on meeting the needs 
of decision makers engaged in operations at sea, ashore, and in the air. The network-wide system 
is being designed to ensure the Coast Guard will possess and maintain seamless interoperability 
with the forces and agencies of the Department of Homeland Security, the Department of 
Defense, and other federal and regional agencies — a true force multiplier in the fullest sense. 
Similarly, the Logistics Information Management System (LIMS) will centralize access logistics 
processes for Deepwater logistics consumers and providers. LIMS will automatically collect and 
process logistics data so that embedded decision support tools can be used to project support 
requirements and trends and provide readiness assessments instantly to operational commanders. 
With its ability to bring the right information to the right people at the right time, LIMS is 
expected to provide the backbone and software applications necessary to make Deepwater’s 
vision of network-centric logistics a reality. 

Processes 

It is important to note how the Deepwater technical approval process operates. As a design 
matures, it goes through a full set of formal technical review steps - preliminary design review 
(PDR), critical design review (CDR), test readiness review (TRR), and production readiness 
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review (PRR) are the main features of the process. At each of these reviews a fill! complement of 
government and industry representatives is present. ICGS makes recommendations to the Coast 
Guard and presents data that confirms how the design achieves all conditions for current step in 
the process and how it is ready to progress to the next step in the process. The Coast Guard 
decides and approves or disapproves progressing to the next step in the process. This process has 
been in place since inception of the program and enables the Coast Guard to decide the technical 
maturity of all designs. 

Off-the-shelf, luggedized maritime systems were selected for the C4ISR system in accordance 
with the Coast Guard Cutter Certification Matrix (CCM). The CCM did not require equipment 
designed and tested to full U.S. Navy military standards and performance specifications (MIL- 
STDs and MIL-SPECs). We have a long and wide-ranging experience in delivering and 
maintaining high performance combat systems to the U.S. Navy and allied navies. As such, we 
believe that extensive testing of off-the-shelf, rvggedized maritime equipment to determine the 
level of compliance to U.S. Navy military standards and performance specifications would not 
provide any significant operational benefits to the Coast Guard and would have defeated the 
benefits of off-the-shelf, ruggedized maritime systems. As such, a recent 10 report included a 
recommendation for the Coast Guard to develop and implement a plan to improve the process for 
reviewing and adjudicating contractor Requests for Deviations/Waivers (RPD/RFW). We are 
fully supporting the Coast Guard in this effort. TTie RFD/RFW process permits the customer to 
make an informed decision regarding cost-effectiveness and safety considerations. It is not a step 
of convenience for the contractor. It is a responsible way to allow the customer to make 
important tradeoffs subject to its own criteria and requirements. The IG further concluded that 
the plan should ensure that all waiver requests are resolved prior to implementation and that the 
rationale underlying these decisions is formally documented. It is our understanding that the 
Coast Guard is in the process of implementing appropriate contractual and program management 
oversight process improvements. 

Industry’s performance has been closely supervised by the Coast Guard. All designs and 
improvements are based on trade studies, analyses, and technical considerations. The Coast 
Guard is the decision maker and contracting authority and aU major acquisition decisions are 
reviewed and approved by Coast Guard senior leadership. The Deepwater program uses the 
depth of capabilities aitd experience of its industry partners to provide solutions in accordance 
with Coast Guard requirements. The results so far indicate that Deepwater has made a difference 
in the effectiveness of the Coast Guard with regard to the numbers of drug seizures, migrant 
interdictions and lives saved. 

The Way Ahead 

Our overarching goal is to provide more capability to the fleet, sooner. We are dedicated to 
analyzing and recommending approaches for maximizing the value delivered to the Coast Guard, 
in accordance with the customer’s view of value, not that of industry. This requires the best 
talent fi'om each corporation. ICGS works closely with Coast Guard personnel to assure constant 
communications and improved working relationships. The strategic policy changes that have 
occurred since 9/1 1 must be factored into problem solving. The Coast Guard and the Department 
of Homeland Security have needs that ctm be satisfied by the Deepwater program and its 
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approach to value delivery. The way forward will be difficult, but given the capabilities of the 
participants and the strategic imperative to better outfit our Coast Guard so the safety and 
security of our nation is improved, the Deepwater program is eminently achievable. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to present and explain the progress we are achieving on the 
Deepwater program. 
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Good Afternoon Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee. It is a 
pleasure to appear before you today to discuss Compliance with Requirements of the 
Deepwater Contract. 

I am Catherine Martindale, currently the Chief of the Contracting Office for the Coast 
Guard’s Engineering and Logistics Center located in Baltimore, Maryland. I have been a 
Contracting Officer for the Coast Guard for 15 years. 1 hold a Bachelor of Science 
Degree in Business Administration from the University of Maryland, a Certificate in 
Procurement and Contract Management from the University of Virginia, and a Defense 
Acquisition University level III Certification. 

I was a Contracting Officer at Coast Guard Headquarters and assigned to the Deepwater 
program from January 2000 through March 2006. While assigned to this program, I 
served at various times as a Contracting Officer in both the Surface and Air Domains at 
the Systems Integration Program Office located in Rosslyn, Virginia. I was one in a 
series of three Contracting Officers responsible for administering the 110/123-foot 
conversion of the CGC MATAGORDA. As a Contracting Officer I had responsibility 
for administering, interpreting and ensuring compliance with the contract requirements. I 
worked daily with my Contracting Officer Technical Representative (COTR), the Coast 
Guard’s program office, and the Integrated Coast Guard Systems (ICGS); I attended 
design reviews, participated in Integrated Product Team meetings and accepted contract 
deliverables. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I will be happy to answer any 
questions you may have. 
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Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee. It is a pleasure to 
appear before you today to discuss Compliance with Requirements of the Deepwater Contract. I 
am Joe Michel. 

I am currently the Assistant Deputy for Systems Implementation with the Coast Guard’s 
Nationwide Automatic Identification System Project. I have previously held the positions of 
Engineering Technical Lead with the Coast Guard’s Ports and Waterways Safety System 
Acquisition Project and from December 2001 to March 2004, I was the Coast Guard’s Lead 
C4ISR (Command and Control, Computers, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance) Engineer on the Deepwater 123 Foot Patrol Boat (WPB-123) Integrated 
Product Team. 

During my tenure with Deepwater as the Coast Guard’s Lead C4ISR Engineer, I was responsible 
for: 

• Planning and management of electronics systems on the WPB-123. I administered 
design and constmction oversight, to include production surveillance, operational and 
developmental testing, configuration management, and systems integration; 

• Coordination and review of technical work for the design and development of WPB-123 
electronic systems such as telecommunications, computers and networks, sensors, radar, 
and other data systems; 

• Coordination of the integration of electronics technical and policy issues between the 
Deepwater Acquisition organization and Coast Guard Conunand, Control, 
Conununications, Computer, and Intelligence (C4I) and Naval Engineering 
organizations; 

• Review and providing input on contracts and Statements of Work (SOW), performance 
specifications, technical evaluations, modeling studies, and test and evaluation reports via 
the Coast Guard’s WPB-123 Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative, who was 
also the Government WPB-123 Integrated product Team (IPT) Lead; 

• Review and providing input on team deliverable and Engineering Change Proposals 
(ECP) for technical content, compliance with contract specifications, concept feasibility, 
and accuracy of assumptions pertaining to both effectiveness and life cycle cost 
estimates; 

• Facilitating the development of WPB-123 electronics systems and subsystems design and 
performance changes, and related modeling and simulations for purposes of test or 
evaluation. I applied open systems standards to WPB-123 electronics systems and 
provided technical advice and assistance to the WPB-123 IPT in the fields of 
communication, computation, sensing, control, measurement, and navigation; and 

• Serving as the WPB-123 IPT technical liaison and subject matter expert on information 
assurance (lA) issues, including system cenification and accreditation of under the DoD 
Information Technology Security Certification and Accreditation Process (DITSCAP). 

I am an Electrical Engineer, with Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and U.S. Coast 
Guard Acquisition Level II certifications in Program Management, Test and Evaluation and 
Systems Planning, Research, Development and Engineering. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I will be happy to answer any 
questions you may have. 
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Scott C. Sampson 


Written testimony for the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 


April 15, 2007 


Introduction: 


I am Scott Sampson, a current civil service employee working for the Coast Guard Maintenance 
and Logistics Command Atlantic in the Vessel Specifications Branch. There I am a Section 
Chief of the Development Section. My branch is responsible for technical evaluations and 
recommended repair procedures for Coast Guard vessels. As such I was extensively involved 
with the problems and analysis of the 123s. 1 have been serving in this position since August 
2004. 

Prior to my job with the Coast Guard, I worked as a Naval Architect for Combatant Craft 
Division, a detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center Carderock Division. The Division 
exercises total design and engineering authority for U.S. Navy Combatant Craft and Boats and 
supports other D.O.D., non-D.O.D. activities and private industry. I was the primary point of 
contact for Coast Guard work within my command. ! worked for Combatant Craft Division from 
October 2001 until August of 2004. 

Before starting with Combatant Craft Division (CCD), I worked for the CG in the same branch 1 
am in currently except I was employed as a Naval Architect specializing in structures. I worked 
there from September of 1996 until October of 2001. 

Background : 

Combatant Craft Division or CCD had extensive experience with a very similarly constructed 
vessel, a 170’ Cyclone Patrol Coastal Class commonly referred to as a PC. Both the CG’s 1 10 
and the Navy’s PC were based off similar designs by the same company, Vosper Thorny Craft. 
The PC experienced damage similar to what the 123s have experienced. 

As a result of the PC damage, CCD performed extensive investigations into the hull failures and 
determined that the 1997 American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) High Speed Craft Rules, which 
the PCs were built to, under predicted dynamic loading conditions, thus the PC was not built to 
withstand the forces placed upon it in a seaway and damage occurred. A fix was designed using 
another classification society’s rules in conjunction with other calculations. 
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Shortly afterward CCD designed an extension to the PCs of nine feet which incorporated a stem 
launch and recovery system, the same type of modification performed later on the CG 
conversion of the 1 10s to 123s. CCD designed the modification using the same method they used 
for the original fix to determine the amount of additional structure needed to ensure the platforms 
would not experience damage. Since the modifications and incorporation of 2 tons of additional 
stmcture (the PCs weigh approximately 385 tons), none of the PCs have experienced damage 
and several are in fact on loan to the Coast Guard and serving successfully. 

Chronology of Events : 

While working at Combatant Craft in February of 2002, Carderock worked with Capt Jeffery 
Gamble, Chief, Office of Naval Engineering at Coast Guard Headquarters and Capt Kevin Jarvis, 
Chief, Platform Management Division at ELC to make sure they were aware of a Memorandum 
of Agreement between the CG and Navy to facilitate the Coast Guard’s access and use of 
Carderock’s experience and expertise. This effort was coordinated by a Carderock Employee by 
the name of William Moss. This MOA was reviewed specifically in anticipation that Carderock 
would be able to help support the Coast Guard with design efforts and questions associated with 
the Deepwater program. 

In late July or early August of 2002, 1 became aware of the ICGS proposed modification of the 
Coast Guard’s 110 patrol boat. The described design at that point gave me some grave concern 
for the success of the modification. 

I contacted Debu Ghosh, who is the Branch Chief of the Naval Architecture Boat Branch at the 
Coast Guard’s, Engineering Logistics Center (ELC). 1 communicated my concerns to Mr. Ghosh 
based on my understanding of the modification. After our initial conversation, we agreed to 
have a more purposeful phone conversation. 

9 August 2002 - Debu Ghosh and Chris Barry of ELC and Carl Casamassina and myself from 
CCD had a phone conference to discuss the 1 10 conversion to the 123. Mr. Casamassina, a 
Naval Architect, was extensively involved with the PC during the hull failures and subsequent 
lengthening. During this phone conference ELC described the intended modification of the 1 10 
and we (CCD) indicated to ELC our experience with the Navy’s 170/179 conversion. In 
particular we covered several areas including; 

o Longitudinal Bending - It was the understanding of CCD at the time that no 
additional structure was purposed in the middle of the hull. The PC required 
additional structure and it had only a 5% length increase as compared to the 12% 
length increase of the 110. It was clear to CCD that a significant amount of 
strength would have to be added to the 1 lO’s hull to prevent failure. High speed 
craft such as the 1 10 generally are not built with reserve strength to handle this 
significant increase in length. Having familiarity with this platform from my 
previous job with the Coast Guard, 1 was extremely concerned that the craft was 
in jeopardy. CCD emphasized what they considered to be deficiencies in the 
dynamic load predictions of the 1997 ABS High Speed Craft Rules and cautioned 
the CG not to use it. We were concerned that this violation of basic naval 
architecture principals would result in longitudinal failures. No structure was 
added to the middle of the hulls during the conversion of the 1 10s. 
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o Running Trim - It was the understanding of CCD at the time that the extension 
would be a continuation of the existing shape of the bull. CCD strongly 
recommended that the bottom of the extension actually curve up to reduce its 
buoyancy. By doing so the trim of the vessel (fore and aft attitude) would remain 
the same or be very similar to the 1 lO’s. CCD during model testing of the 
170/179 discovered that if they continued the hull bottom straight back (as was 
purposed on the 1 23) the stem would rise and the front of the cutter would dip 
down farther than what it does normally increasing the power it needs to push it 
through the water, it would also make launch and recovery of a small boat more 
difficult. By curving the aft shape of the hull up, it maintains close to the original 
trim and could be easily adjusted. The 1 1 0 hull was extended straight back. The 
continuation of the hull shape forced relocation of the potable water tanks from 
the forward part of the cutter to the extreme stem to shift weight aft to maintain 
close to the original trim. While this minimized the problem associated with trim, 
it likely contributed to the failures of the hull. 

o Engineering experience - CCD performed all the engineering and design of the 
PC hull extension and provided it to Bollinger Shipyard. Bollinger provided 
excellent production details, but they performed none of the design associated 
with the modification of the PC 170/179, It was CCD’s understanding there was 
a misconception that many in the CG saw little risk associated with this project 
because Bollinger built the 1 lO’s and performed the modification on the PCs and 
thus were very familiar with the design issues when in fact it was CCD that had 
performed all the design work for the PC. 

Mr. Ghosh indicated at this meeting his desire to hire CCD to provide assistance in reviewing 
designs on site at Bollinger Shipyard. 

19 August 2002 - Per Mr. Ghosh’s request I sent him an estimate of $42,000 to provide 14 
days of on site technical support at Bollinger Shipyard for 2 naval architects and a sea 
keeping analysis to show a comparison between the original 1 10 and the modified hull. 
CCD’s understanding at this time was that Bollinger Shipyard was far along on the project 
and Mr. Ghosh was questioning some of the engineering/naval architecture aspects on the 
design and desired our assistance due to our expertise. Later Mr. Ghosh told me that 
Deepwater denied the funding but gave no reason. 

22 August 2002 - 1 met with a Deepwater Program Manager, (I do not recall his name or 
exact title) and the Deepwater Surface Technical Director, Diane Burton and addressed 
CCD’s concerns with the proposed approach for modifying the 1 10s. This was a short 
briefing with very little discussion. 

3 Sept 2002 - Had a meeting with Mr. Ghosh and Carl Casamassina of CCD to discuss actual 
tests that were performed on the PC 179. 

9 September 2002 - Mr. Ghosh told me that he was writing a letter to CG Headquarters to 
ask why he could not get the support he needed. 

Some time after the 3 September meeting, Carl Casamassina and myself called Dennis 
Fanguy, the head of the Engineering Department at Bollinger Shipyard. CCD had a very 
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good rapport with Bollinger Shipyard due to the many projects we worked on together and 
felt comfortable talking openly about the 123 project concerns. We informed him of our 
design concerns in the hopes that Bollinger Shipyard might take action and attempt to correct 
the situation. The conversation was short with little discussion. 

The MATAGORDA was inducted into Bollinger Shipyard on 2 February 2003. On 5 March 
2004, MATAGORDA was delivered back to the CG and on 10 May 2003 entered a Post 
Delivery Maintenance Availability. Within days of leaving the availability, in the early part 
of September 2004 MATAGORDA suffered damage in the middle of the cutter, buckling the 
side shell and deck. This is the type of longitudinal failure that Combatant Craft anticipated 
seeing and warned the Coast Guard about back in August 2002, This predicted failure 
occurred not as result of fatigue, but rather from one short period of operation in a sea 
reported to be 4-6’ in height. This longitudinal bending failure was acknowledge in a report 
issued by ELC entitled "'MATAGORDA Buckling Incident Analysis” dated 24 September 
2004 and verified our concerns expressed during the meeting on 9 August 2002, 

As a result of MATAGORDA’S hull failure a fix was designed by ELC and installed on all 
delivered 123s. On March 28, 2005, the NUNIVAK which had the fix installed reported hull 
damage on her maiden transit from Bollinger Shipyard to home port in Key West. This lead 
to a visit to Key West from 29 March to April 1, 2005 where three other 123’s were home 
ported. The team inspected the NUNIVAK, PADRE, MATAGORDA, and METOMPKIN. 

It was my opinion that all 123s experienced similar damage as seen on the NUNIVAK just to 
a lesser degree. This inspection indicated to me that the fix did not resolve the problem and 
that longitudinal bending problems still existed. 

In July 2005 CCD offered to do a quick analysis of the 123s problems using information 
provided by Debu Ghosh. CCD remained convinced that the problems were related to 
inadequate section modulus to support global longitudinal bending loads. On the 8'*' of July 
CCD met with Debu Ghosh to share their results of their analysis. Mr, Ghosh did not agree 
with the basis of the analysis and CCD’s investigation into the failure of the 123s did not 
continue. 

On July 12, 2005 my command, the Maintenance and Logistics Command Atlantic paid for 
the travel of Malcolm Whitford of CCD to investigate the damage sustained to the 
NUNIVAK while being repaired at Global Shipyard in Savannah, GA. The opinion of Mr. 
Whitford continued to be that the damage observed on the NUNIVAK was primarily a 
function of longitudinal bending. 

After a second attempt at a fix, the cutters continued to fail structurally. The damage 
continued to appear in plating, frames and engine girders in the form of deformation. As a 
result of the continuing distortion of the hull, constant shaft alignments were needed. 
Eventually in December 2006 the decision was made to lay up all eight 123s at the Coast 
Guard Yard, 

Conclusion : 

While engineers continue to discuss whether a solution to the many problems that plague the 
123 exists, it is clear to me that the initial problem of not increasing the strength of the 123 
was a serious oversight of basic naval architecture and their failure was predicted. Despite 
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the offering of applicable experience and lessons learned, ICGS and the Coast Guard failed 
to take advantage of them and suffered a devastating setback to the program and its mission 
capability. It is my sincerest hope that these issues can be resolved and better interagency 
relationships can be established. 
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Phone: <57n'3ll8^28&- 
Fax: (57I>5>»-334I , 

Email : daDioI:olssDn@d>;HcgS:Com 


Serial #07-128 
May 17, 2007 



■SeHd #07-128 
Majfn'i'^2007 


Subject DeHv«iyTaskQrrfeti!>Tt>)im'CXJ2a-02.T-2DW?07 
UtATAGORDA; T)TC023-(K-F-2I>Wi96 METOMPKiN; 
DTCG23-03-F*2D1^247 PADRE; and DTCG23-O3-f-2DW302 ATTU, 
b^UNIVAK„VASHC»J,M6fJEGAN,MANrrci(U 110/12i 
Conversion Program RevoiSitIcn of accejjtance for the 1 10/123’ Patrol Cutters 


If you have any tioestions or concerns regarding this matter, please do not hbsitate to contact Mr. 
Daniel Olssqn at (571) 218-3388 orvia elecbonic mail at daniel.olSson@d^vi&gs.com or the 
undersigned at 15711 2 1 8-324S or Pamela bi'bktftjdwicgs.coiti . 


Sincerely, 

k//bLo 

PAMELA K BIBLE 
Contractir^ Officer 
U.S. Coast Guard 

Copies: ^ 

ICGS: KcvbtO’Neil, DaveEluminate, Rick 'Wharton, Jack Catalatto, PamedaNemnatur 
USCO: RDML Blore, Jdicbael Tangora, Carl McUilI, CAP'I' Andersoi^ C487' Haycock, Lt 
Pierce, Daniei.Olsson 



